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.

The present study investigated the expressive and interpersonal
functioning of nonverbal behavior within a dyadic relationship.

A ques-

tionnaire derived from the Interpersonal perception Method of Laing,
Phillipson, and Lee (1966) was developed to assess the impact of an
interviewer's nonverbal behavior on the interviewee's experience of
herself, the interviewer, and their relationship.
To determine this impact and evaluate the usefulness of the instrument, two interviewer nonverbal behavior sets were defined.

Two female

interviewers interviewed a total of sixteen female interviewees for each

2

behavior set, using the same verbal style and interview format throughout
each one-time interview.

The interviewees then filled out the question-

naire which consisted of 160 statements constructed from five categories
of issues and four relational phases.

The interviewees endorsed each

statement along anj evaluative, true-false continuum.

The interviewees'

responses to the i~ems were grouped according to phase, category, and
behavioral set.

I

The significant within-instrument variation among phases and categories suggested that the instrument was sensitive to the impact of verbal behavior, interviewee expectations, and experimental context, as
well as nonverbal behavior.

Its usefulness in assessing the experience

of the interviewee was thereby confirmed, but limited by the interview
conditions of the present study.

The significant differences found be-

tween the behavior sets within each phase and category validated their
previously established impacts.

These results provided further evidence

that nonverbal behavior functions as a qualifier of verbal behavior.
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CHAPTER I
REVIE~4

OF THE LITERATURE

Human nonverbal behavior could be said to encoMpass all the things
\'Jhich people do with their·bodies--including how they arrange themselves
and their envi ronment--as opposed to the nature of the· content of what
people say.

Reports of research into the function of nonverbal behaviors

constitute a sizable body of llterature in the journals of coinmunicatton,
social and cli.nical

.psychology~

and anthropology over the

Nonverbal behaviors investigated include an

individu~l's

pas~

ten years.

use of his

voice, eyes, face, limbs, torso, and even position -in relation to others.
The growing interest in studying the area of nonverbal behavior re.fleets
the recognition by professionals in the human sciences· O'f its importance
for the understanding of human affairs and its potential-as a
of both constructive and destructive human interaction.

fa~ilitator

Applied areas

include effective psychotherapy, the understanding of .family

co~unication

patterns which foster a schizophrenic adaptation in young children, and
facilitating awareness of the dynamics of advertising.
I

s.ns1 c FUNCTIONS OF NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR

Ekman and Friesen {1968} have listed five primary functions of
nonverbal behavior.

According to them, nonverbal behavior can reflect

the state and process of interpersonal relationship and
about verbal statements.

metacommu~icate

Such metacommunication usually involves making

6

-

-

2

nonverbal "statements" which in some way comnent on the verbal statements
they accompany.

Nonverbal behavior can also function as an expression of,,.,..r,.... . .,. .--:~~::
. -.~

emotion or a display of .unconscious attitudes about self and "others.
Finally, it can serve as a leakage channel
11

11

•'/

through which deception can

I"

be recognized·.
The first two functions could be classified as the interpersonal
mean 1ngs of nonverba1 behavior.
1s being made

~bout

In both cas.es, a nonverba 1

~

"~tatement"

the relationship (Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson

1967). A nonverbal communication about the relationship is one which
defines .the nature of
ment.

one·~erson's

association with another in that mo-

Such a nonverbal con111unication might be verbally translated into

something like "I feel relaxed with you and regard you. as non-threatening;
.
this is a relationship where you can be trusted and I am safe". A state·ment

~bout

the relationship is also being made in the following example ·

of a nonverbal metaconmunication:
or how you will

receiv~

11

1 am not sure about what I just said

it; this is a relationship where I am on uncer-

.tain ground and you are one I must be on my guard with".

While control-

ling the process of interaction, the following nonverbal corrmunication.
/

defines the nature of the relationship in that moment:

"I want to cut·

off interaction with you now and disengage from this re_lationship".
The second two.functions could be classified
meanings of nonverbal behavior.

a~

the expressive

In both cases, a nonverbal statement
11

is being made about the internal state or disposition of a person

to~

wards himself, another person, or thing. An example of a non.verbal
corrrnunication reflecting an emotional state might be translated into
11

1 am scared". The fol lowing are suggested verbal translations of

----11

"

/--7~,,

---·

..

-

.....

_

........

-- ....... ----·

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

-

-~-~~~~-·-

3

nonverbal "statements" of disposition toward self, other, ~nd.·thing:

11

1 'm

proud of my physique", "You are a cold individual", and "·I like your hat".
The last "leakage channel" function could be seen as a combination
of both rreanings.

Its expressive

statement like "I am nervous".

meani~g

might

~e ill~stra~ed

in· .a

Its interperso~al meaning would be illus-

trated in a statement like "This is a

relatio~ship

_where I am not safe

and you can expose my deception".
II

FOCUS AND METHODOLOGY. OF

Cline {1956)_, Frijda

(1~58),

P~E.VIOU$

RESEARCH

Scheflen (1963), Charney (1966), and

Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson (1967), among o.thers, have suggested
.

.

.

that· the functions o.f nonverbal behavior must be assessed and understood
i~ the context of an interaction between individuals.

,,..-~··

For example, even

using static drawings of faces, Cline ·(1956) discovered that the i_nterpretation of a smiling, glum, or frowning
which it was paired.

fac~

varied with the face with

A smile was seen as dominant, v.icious,.and gloating

when paired with the glum expression, but ~as seen·as peaceful, friendly,
and helpful when paired with a frown.
Even so, a great deal.of the research done on the· expressive
mean~ngs

of nonverbal behavior has taken the behavior out of context

(Engen, Levy, and Schlosberg 1958; Abelson and Sermat 1962; Thompson and
Meltzer 1964; Ekman 1964; Mehrab_i an· and Ferris 1967; Shapiro
ke l and Mehrabian 1969; Bugenthal~ Kaswan, and Love 1971).

~·968;

Bea-

The methods

used involved the isolation of a single voice, face, and/or body in the·
fonn of a drawing, .Photograph, film, tape, or live actor.

This was

followed by the evaluation of the stimulus by .judges who had not interacted

-·--&·- --& - .·- -- --·---&---------------------------------~--- -----------·

4
.

.

with nor observed· it in interaction.
The studies of nonverbal behavior in the context of interaction have
usually employed some fonn of interview between two individuals and
focussed on both the

expr~ssiv.e

and interpersonal me·anings of nonverbal

behavior. The expressive function~ were· usually eval~ated in one of three /. .
ways. Some·studies assessed an· interviewee's reaction to an-.interviewer's
·nonverbal .behavior using a post-interview inventory (Reece and Whitman
1961; Little 1965;. Machotka 196.5; Heller, Davis, and Myers 1966;
Felipe
.

and Sontner 1966; Sarason and Winkel 1966; Exline and Eldridge 1967;
Mehrabian 1967; Pope and Siegman 1968). These inventories were composed
of Likert-type scales along which the interviewer was rated from global
positive .dimensions,. such as wannth .and support, to negative ones,. such
as unfriendliness.
In other studies, the behavior of an interviewee was observed
,::.:._

during his interaction with an attractive or unattractive
(Exline, Gray, and
I

.

Schue~te

1965;

R~senfield

in~erviewer

·-~

1965; Mehrabian 1968).

'1-. .~·

......}

Using a third methoq, judges observed an interview between an inter-

J
......

,,

viewer and interviewee in person or on video tape (Reece and· .Whitman

.)

.

.-

.. ,

...

)

-?

~~/'

1962; Ganzer and Sarason 1964; Argyle and Dean 1965; Condon and Ogston

.....}

.•/

~-~

1966; Felipe and Sonmer 1966; Sarason and Winkel 1966; Exline and Mes-

\

....._

.....

·-·

_,.,_

sick 1967; Exline 1968; Heller and Jacobsen 1971; Waldron 1973).

In

~

.....

~

............

·:..

some cases, the judges noted the interviewee's verbal or nonverbal

.....
"!
,...,..,.

...

~~

,l

)

response to the interviewer's nonverbal or verbal style, respectively.

~\

,.>

,-..:..:i

In others, the pairing of the interviewee's verbal and nonverbal responses to the interviewer was observed.
were drawn on the

basi~

In

~oth

........__~

cases, ;nferences

of data collected from the judges' observations.

.;..
I

j

. 5
~anings

Focus on the interpersonal

centered on one of three functions.

of nonverbal beh.avior usually

First, the regulatory function

refers to the nonverbal control of verbal flow and
nonverbal cues have been shown
~nd

engagement or

dis~ngageme~t

t~

~ont~nt.

For

e~ample,

signal the beginning or end of .a point

from interaction, as well as to encourage

· po~ftive or negative self-disclosure and invite or discourage verbal
activity ·{Reece and Whitman 1962; Heller, Davis, and Myers 1963; Ganzer
and Sarason 1964; Argyle and Dean 1965; Scheflen 1965; Cha·mey 1966;
Condon and Ogston 1966; Felipe and Sommer 1966; Sarason and Winkel 1966;
Exline and Messick 19i7; Kendon 1967; Exline 1968; Pope and Siegman
1968; Heller and Jacobsen 1971;· Sarason and Ganzer 1971; Waldron 1973).

Second, how nonverbal behavior reflects the state of a relation.ship has been investigated in studies which_ focus on the amount and kind
of affiliation between interviewer and interviewee.

Kinds of affiliation

have included equal· and unequal status,_ dependency, dominance, and degree
of intimacy (Cline 1956; Mahl 1956; Heam 1957; Argyle and Dean 1965; ·
Rosenfield 1965; Scheflen 1965; Charney 1966; Heller 1966; Heller 1968;
Mehrabian 1968; Mehrabian and Friar

196~;

Tognali 1969; Reynolds 1973;

Wa 1dron 1973).
Thi rd, the relationship between .one

n·onv~rb_al

behavior and another

has also. been studied {Argyle and ·nean 1965; ·Charney 1966; Heller 1968).
For example, the angle at which one person faces another tends to increase
as he gets closer to.the other as demonstrated by Argyle and Dean (1965).
The

interpers~nal rneanin~s

of nonverbal_ behavior in the three

classes of studies presented above were usually inferred from judgesr
assessments ·of video taped psychotherapeutic or constructed interviews
using some kind of interaction and content analysis. This kind of analysis

--~----

--· .---- .

·~~~~~~---~--~~--~------~-6~~-

-~----~~~--~·

6

involved the counting of verbal and nonverbaJ behaviors and the recording
of the. sequence in which they occurred in relatjon to one another..

These

..

inf~rences

corrobora~ed

were sometimes

by the interviewee's responses to

a post-interview attitudinal questionnaire which
~

assess~d.-his

positive

and negative responses to the interviewer and the intervfaw.
Ill PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT STUDY
As previous.ly discussed in this chapter (Sec. I, ··p. 2), a sender's
nonverbal behavior can be said to convey expressive and interpersonal
messages to a receiver.

Researchers have primarily inferred expressive

and interpersonal meanings of nonverbal behavior .within an interaction
from the observations they have made of a
bal responses to a sender.

In.

studie~

re~eiver's.

where the

nonverbal messages were directly assessed by

~he

verbal ·and nonver-

mean~ng~

of a sender's

receiver, they were

usually evaluated along global dimensions, such. as supportive-nons'upportive, or in tenns of general attitudes and feelings elicited in. the
receiver by the sender's behavior such as like-dislike.
The question which inspired the present study was: could a parti-··
cipant in a relationship directly discriminate subtle disposition and
relationship

stat~ments

communicated by a particular set of nonverbal

behaviors? Disposition and relationship statements were defined earlier
in this chapter (Sec. I, p. 2).
The present study, therefore, had a .dt;Jal purpose. First, the

\.

nature of the. discriminations made by a receiver of nonverbal messages
with regard to their meaning for and

,

i~act on ·the receiver was investi-J
I

gated. Second, the effectiveness .of the instrument used in the present/
/

study to assess the experience of the receiver was evaluated.

-

---~~---

---·---
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IV

SUMMARY OF THE PRESENT STUDY

In the present study; a short interview was set up between an interviewer and each subject.

During each interview, the interviewer displayed

one of two different sets of nonverbal behavior and a consistent verbal
style.

After her interview, each subject·

respond~d

to

~·questionnaire;

designed to assess her perceptions of herself, the interviewer,

a~~

the

relationship between them. This assessment was marle around such issues··
as confusion, understanding, responsibility, and

detachment~

A ·short

post-experimental survey was then administered to each subject to assess
her general experience of the .entire experimental situation.
V NONVERBAL INTERVIEWER BEHAVIOR SETS

Waldrqn (1973) recently demonstrated that two opposing sets of
interviewer nonverbal behavior elicited significantly different verbal
and nonverbal responses from the interviewee. The two sets of behaviors
used in

t~e presen~

study were drawn from those used by Waldron.

He

1abe11 ed these sets of behaviors as rapport encouraging" and rapport
11

11

discouraging" (see Appendix A).
The behaviors included in the "rapport encouraging" set of the
present study were those which the literature supports as conveying
positive regard. Positive regard

reflec~s

respect, liking, wannth,

comfort, interest, and involvement.
Smiling, eye contact,_and fon-1ard postural· lean.have been shown to
have a positive impact (James 1932; Scheflen 1964;· Argyle and Dean 19.65;
Exline and Winters 1965; Heller, Davis, and Myers 1966; Reece and Whitman 1966; Mehrabi an 19699 1970; Bayes 1970).

--------- &--- . -

8

Also included in this set were comfortably close position distance .
(Scheflen

196~;

Little

1~65; Mehrabia~ 1968_;

orientation (Schefl en 1963; Mehrabi an ·1970 )'.

Guardo 1969) and direct body
Asymmetry and

limbs
(Scheflen. 1963; Machotka 1965; Mehrabian 1970) . and
'
and posture (Reece and Whitman 1962; Mehra.bian 1969,

openn~ss

rela~ed

~970)

of

limbs·

completed the

set of rapp.ort encouraging behaviors.
In addition to conveying positive rega.rd, behavior in the rapport
encouragi·ng ·set has been demonstrated to have_ the following positive
impacts. Argyle and Dean (1965) have shown that· these behaviors· indicate that communication channels are open·, and James {1932) has. shown
that they accompany the approaching of one person by another. They
also convey support (Charney 1966), and understanding, acceptance, and
responsiveness (Pope and Siegman 1968) •.
When employed

~Y

an interviewer, rapport en.couraging behavior

.tended to elicit rapport {WaldrQn 1973), liking (Heller, Davis, and
Myers 1966}, independence (Heller and Jacobsen 1971), and_ less verbal
anxiety (Waldron 1973) from the interviewee.
the interviewee displayed more awareness. and

Charney. (1966) found that
cleat~thinking.

Waldron

(1973} demonstrated ·that the interviewee p·roduced n:iore genuineness,
verbal productivity, self-consciousness, and positive self-disclosure.
Positive self-disclosure refers to statements of adequacies, resolved
conflicts, strengths, and absence of concerns.
The beh.aviors included in the rapport discouraging .set were those
11

11

which the same literature demonstrates as having the opposite overall
, impact on the interviewee. The set is composed of a serious face, lack
of eye contact, backward
metry and closed limbs,

pos~ural
in~irect

lean, fonnal position distance, symbody orientation, .and tense limbs and

- ·---- ------------------------

--------~-66

__________

9

posture. These behaviors convey

mo~

negative regard reflecting lack of

respect, dislike,. coolness, discomfort, apathy, and detachment.
In addition to conveying negative regard, behavior in the rapport
discouraging set has been demonstrated to have the foJlowing impacts.
Scheflen

(196~)

found these
.. .

~ehaviors

to indicate avoidance, passivity,

l:>~

... .. .

disengagement, a~(~-~~-~~-~~~~-~~-'.> Mehrabian {1970) found them. to convey
"'·~--_,_

..

,,..~··

_. ,

a negative attitude and higher stat4s.
When U$ed by an interviewer, rapport discouraging behavior has been
found to elicit responses from dependent people and dependence, requests
for feedback, and a desire to clarify one's own position from the interviewee {Heller, 1968; Heller and Jacobsen 1971). Charney {1966) denon•

strated that interviewees produced self-contradictory,

,.. •

··

•

self~'denigratJr:ig,

'

. ·1

..-

c· .t ~-f.-. . .

~.c:t....~"·"""""".

and ambiguous statements. Other research has shown that rapport discouraging

behavio~

elicits discussion of more personally meaningful problems,

conflicts, weaknesses, .concems, unfavorable qualities, .and difficult
topics

(Ganzer and Sarason 1964; .Heller, Davis, and Myers 1966; Sarason

and Winkel 1966; Waldron 1973). Waldron {1973) also found tbat interviewees produced more. verbal anxiety than

in

the rapport encouraging set.

Finally, Heller, Davis, and Myers {1966} found that dislike for the interviewer was elicited.
In addition, there is evidence to support that individuals tend

.to~...:.----·

--.

match intimacy level (Jourard 1959; Jourard.and Landsman 1960; Resnick
1968; Tognali 1969) and the degree of wannth or liking of the other

interactant {Heller 1963, 1966; Blumberg 1967;_ Mitchell 1971). Therefore,
it is

e~pected

that the interviewees will have

~c;procal

responses to ·the·

interviewer. That is, they will respond positively when the interviewer
··'
.~
\.

\.

.. · ·

10

displays rapport encouraging behavior and negatively when she displays
rapport discou'.aging behavior.
VI

VERBAL INTERVIEWER STYLE

There is much research to support that an interv.iewer's verbal style
has an impact on the interviewee's behavior and experience of the
viewer.

inter~

Because the focus of the present study was on the impact of

t~e

sender's nonverbal behavi-or, the interviewer.'s verbal behavior was kept
as consistent as possible over the two nonverbal treatments.
An attempt was made to select a ver~al· style.for the interviewer
which would provide the ·subject with considerably less infonnation about
the interviewer and the relationship than that provided by the interviewer's nonverbal behavior. Therefore, behaviors which would disclose
unambiguous verbal information about the interviewer's feelings, atti-·
tudes, or point of view were not used.· Examples of excluded beh_aviors
were paraphrasing, interpreting, reflecting feeHngs,. and self-disclosure
(Ivey, Normington, Miller, Morrill, and Haas 1968; Ivey, Morrill, Phillips, and Lockhard 1969; Moreland and Ivey. 1969).
At the same time, the verbal style used was also intended to keep
the interviewee personally involved in the interview and her relationship with the interviewer.

Therefore, the verbal behaviors chosen were

demonstrated in the literature to be effective in eliciting open, spontaneous, personally meaningful, and productive verbal
interviewee (Waldron 1973).

~ctivity

from the

Unlike the behaviors discussed above, th.ese

were intended .to provide the subject with, at best, ambiguous infonnation
about the intervjewer and the relationship (see Appendix
,(,

B)~

11

Single, open-ended questions allowed the interviewee to choose what
she.• d 1i ke to .ta 1k about within a defined
than a one or two word response.

to~i c

area and required more

For· example, "What··kinds of experiences

did you have wi .th your high s.choo 1 teache.rs ? 11 •

(Richards on, Dohrenwend,

and Klein 1965; Pope and Sie.gman 1968; Phi.llips, Lockhard, and Moreland··
1969; Banaka 1971; Waldron i973).

Follow-up questions related to the

interviewee's chosen topic and encouraged her to go further with it.

For

example, "How did that effect your experience in school?" {Ivey, Norming-_
ton, Miller, Morrill, and Haas 1968).
Unstructured encouragements 1i ke 11 mm-hmm11 ,

11

90

on", and 11 I see 11 were

one or two word statements which prompted the interviewee to continue
talking (Phillips, Lockhard,

an~

Moreland 1969a}.

Refocusing questions

like "How did that make you feel?" were also used to get the interviewee
to refocus on herself and her experiences when she went off ·on a less
personal tangent.
Research has shown that low verbal interviewer activity elicits
strain in the interviewee and high verbal interviewer activity curtails
interviewee

invo~vement

(Heller, Davis, and Myers 1966). Therefore, the

1ntervi ewer in the .Present study attempted to maintain a moderate level

of verbal activity. This meant that using unstructured encouragements
and refocusing questions when necessary, the interviewer allowed the.
subject to exhaust a topic before directing her on to the next one.. Whenthe subject appeared to be "hung up" on a topic

by

falling silent, re-

peating herself, or becoming intensely emotionally involved> the interviewer provided her with an open-ended or follow-up question.
The errors in the assumptions made about the impact
style described above are discussed in Chapter IV.

of the

verbal

6
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VII ASSESSMENT OF INTERVIEWEE PERCEPTIONS
The present study attempted to assess the subtlety of discrimination·
in the interviewee 1 s perceptions of interviewer nonverbal behavi-or. As
previously discussed in this chapter (Sec. I, p. 1-2), Ekman and Friesen
(1968) have shown nonverbal behavior to comnynicate information concerning
the state and process of relationship (interpersonal meanings) and unconscious attit~des about self and other (expressive meanings).
reflect these dimensions of the

non~erbal

In order to

behavior presented to the sub-

ject, an instrument was used which asked the interviewee to discriminate
between issues stated in each of four relational phases. These issues
and phases wi 11 be described below. The instrument used was refe,rred to
as the Interpersonal Experience Questionnaire or IEQ (see Appendix C}.
The IEQ·was drawn from one section of an instrument called.the
Interperso~al

de~igned

Perception Method or IPM. The IPM was

by Laing,

Phillipson, and Lee (1966} to assess the entire interpersonal experience
of both members of an intimate, long-tenn dyadic relationship.

It has

been used successfully in clinical settings with married and divorced·
couples.
The relational phases used in both the IPM and IEQ reflected four
dimensions of a person's experience of himself and the other within a
dyadic relationship. The first dimension

consist~d

of statements of self

in relation to self, e.g. "I am responsible for myself".

The.second con-

·sisted of statements of self in relation to other, e.g. "I am responsible
for her". The third ·included statements of other in
e.g. "She is responsible for me".

rel~tion

to self,

The fourth contained statements of

other in relation to other, e.g. 11 She is responsible for herself".

~----~-----&·-

&~

-

·------·-&------------~---~
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Each of these phases was stated in terms of an issue, such as 11 is
res·ponsible for" ·;n the above examples (see Appendix D).
defined by Laing.et al (1966) as phrases that can be

Issues were

used_~o

express

On the IPM and IEQ, each jssue was

interaction with self or with other.

stated in tenns of each relational phase.
Laing, Phillipson, and Lee J~9-~6} grouped the issues used in the
IPM into six categories which they derived from their clinical experience
with intimate dyads.

Issues placed in the Interdependence. and Autonomy

category expressed genuine "mutuality" of rel atfonships based on respon- ·
sive acceptance of self and other as a human being·and on each having a
source of strength from within themselves.
Concern and Support

~ategory

I_ssues

pl~ced

in the Wann

expressed active caring for self and other

without the explicit feeling of separateness reflected ·in the Autonomy
category. ·
The issues in the Di~paragement and.Disappointment category ~pre
sented an ample scope of items explicitly expressing negative viewpoints
which indicate dissatisfaction with self and/or ·other.
_Contention: Fight. or Flight category focussed on

op~n

Issues in the
conflict and compe-

tition, and ways of coping with it based on aggression or withdrawal
(Bion 1961). As opposed to the open warfare admitted to in the Contention
category, issues in the Contradiction and Confusion category represented
perceptions of masked conflict and ensuing confusion {laing ~96S}.
issues

in

Finally,

the Extreme Denial of Autonoll\Y category expressed the perception

of being unwillingly engulfed or engµlfing others or part of onesself.
The IPM has been.·used to investigate the dynamics of disturbed and
nondisturbed marital° reh,tionships and the impact of short-tenn therapy
\

& - &• - - •&

-

-- & -

-

•&~--- ---------------------·--~----------~-----~-
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with disturbed couples (Laing et al 1966). No published evidence was
found to indicate that the IPM has actually been employed in any other
capacity than as .a clinical and research tool with marital dyads. in a
clinical setting.
VIII THE INiERPERSONAL EXPERIENCE QUESTIONNAIRE
The instrument used in the present

~tudy,

the IEQ, was drawn from

the Interpersonal Perception Method because the !PM was set up to measure
the kind of interpersonal and intrapersonal exper1ence under ·investigation here.
IPM were

For the present questionnaire, s.ome of the issues used on the

elimina~ed

on the basis of their inappropriateness for noninti-

mate, same-sex, short-tenn dyads.

The remaining issues fell into five

of Laing's six categories (see Appendix D).
treme Denial of Autonofl\Y category were
or not the two

se~s

All the issues in the Ex-

~liminated.

·To detennine whether

of interviewer behavior had a· differential impact on

the experience of the interviewee, Laing's categories were used to group
the issues according to content to facilitate data analysis.
As in the ·IPM, the Interpersonal Experience Questionnaire made use
of four statements corresponding to the four relational phases built
around each of the issues employed. Each statement was scored by each
subject on a true/false or false/true continuum from 1 to 4. Some of the
items on the IEQ were stated in a positive direction, e.g. "She ·likes me".
Others were.stated in a negative direction, e.g. "She confuses me" •. Positive statements 1ndicateQ perceptions of self, other, or relationship
based on acceptance, wannth, ·concern, involvement, comfort, liking, respect,
strengths, or lack of conflict.
ance, coolness, apathy, distance,

Negative statements
discomfort~

refle~ted

nonaccept-

dislike, lack of respect,

--·-6------.. ---- . .

•6

••••

6-• 6•

-
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weakness, or conflict.

The continuum on each IEQ items was scaled so that

a .low score would reflect
endorsement of a· positive
or denial of a n·ega.
. .....

tive. statement.

A high score would reflect en~o.rsement of a negative or

denial of a positive statement.

In this way, the item_

~cores

totalled and compared with other total scores along the

could be

positive~negative

dimension as shown below.

!I

Positive Issue
e.g. "She likes me 11
true
false
ill'

Negative I~sue
e.g. "She confyses me"
false ·
.true
I

I

~

Figure 1. Scaling of items on the IEQ

IX HYPOTHESES
The nonverbal behaviors selected for the interviewer's rapport encouraging set were chosen for thei-r positive impact as previously defined in
this chapter {Sec. V, p. 7-10).

The behaviors for the rapport discouraging

set were chosen for their negative impact which was defined in the same
section.

The items on the IEQ were

scale~

so that low scores would reflect

positive interviewee perceptions as described in the preceding section.
High scores were scaled to reflect negative perceptions.

It was assumed that the subjects in

t~e

p_resent study would experi.

.

ence the rapport encouraging set of nonverbal behaviors positively and the
rapport discouraging set of behaviors negatively.

It was further assumed

that the subjects would be able to make. the perceptual
required by the IEQ.

discrimi~ations

Finally·, the assumption_w~s made that these discrim-

inations would reflect the
different behavior sets.

differen~e i~

the_ subjects• experiences of the

....../
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The hypotheses for the present study were based- on the above assumptions.

Therefore9 the following hypotheses were made for the four rela-

tional phases and five issue categories on the IEQ.
1. The total score. for the items within each
relational
.
phase will be significantly lower in

~~ponse

to the

I.

encouraging behaviors
2.

~hatl

rappor~,,

-· - ••.

rapport discouraging behaviors,
'

!,

The total score for the items within each issue category

will be significantly

low~r

encouraging behaviors than

in response ta the rapport
rappo~t discoura~ing

behaviors.

CHAPTER II
METHOD

Two female interviewers were trained .in the presentation of.

t\>10

different sets of nonverbal behavior, one verbal style, and an interview fonnat.

Prior to the running of subjects, the interviewers•

performance was checked out. in pilot interviews by a panel of judges.
Thirty-two female ·students were recruited as subje.cts within the context of an investigation of the feelings and experiences of Portland
State University women.

Prior to their participation in the study,

each subject was administered an inventory to determine the extent of
her need to make socially acceptable test responses.
Each female student was brought into a twenty minute interview
with a female interviewer who was a stranger to

~hem.

During the .inter-

view in which the interviewer asked the interviewee questions
high

s~hool

~bout

her

and college experiences, the interviewer maintained one of

the two different nonverbal styles and the single verbal style.

At

the end of the interview, the interviewee fil 1ed out a questionnaire.
designed to assess her exper1ence of herself, the interviewer, and
their relationship. The

inte~viewee

was then administered a follow-up

poll .to obtain her overall reactions to the experimental situation.
The data obtained fror.1 the questionnaire was analyzed using an
analysis of variance on a three factor split plot factorial design with
repeated

meas.u~es

on two factors.

An analysis of covariance using the

data from the preliminary inventory was made to account for the possible

.18

influence of subject
significance

~ere

d~fens i veness

on the. results.

Foll~w-up ~e.sts

perfonned to explo.re significant main

ef.f~~ts

of :

and inter-

actions in the analysis· of variance. The data from the post-experimental
poll was reviewed

~nd

examined.
I .SUBJECTS

The subjects interviewed in the present study were drawn from the
female undergraduate $tudents in communication, psychology, and sociology
classes at Portland State University, Portlan_d, Oregon.
{EE) met-several criteria.
of 18 and 25 ye.ars.

Each interviewee

All EEs were Caucasian and between the ages

All EEs volunteered to

the same recruiting speech {see Appendix E}.

pa~ticipate

in response to

At that time, each EE filled

out a short deinographic questionnaire and Crowne and Marlowe's {1960)
Social Desirability Inventory (see Appendix F).

None of the EEs were

informed of the Inventory results prior to the interview.
All EEs were unaware of the purpose and design of the present study.
Each EE agreed to have her· interview_. taped, .and all EEs were unacquainted .
with the interviewers prior to their participation in the present study.
Sixte~·n

EEs served as subjects in each ·of the two nonverbal interviewer

behavior sets. A total of thirty-two subjects were used for the final
data analysis.
II THE MARLOWE-CROWNE SOCIAL DESIRABILITY INVENTORY
The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Inventory was a scale for the
measurement of defensiveness and desire to look good according to cultural
sanctions for behavior. According to Crowne and Marlowe (1960),

t~e

\I
J

I
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effectiveness of previous scales for assessing the subject's need to make
socially

~esirable

responses in test situations was limited by the patho-

logy implied in some item content.

F~r

example,

~ubjects'

denials of an

item that states that their sleep is· fitful and disturbed may be attribu~able

to the

ab~ence

of the symptom rather than the desire to look good.

The items on the inventory were drawn frcim current personality
inventories according to a criterion.of cultural approval and minimal
pathological implications when endorsed in either direction.

Significant

correlations were found with the validity scales of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI).
attitude and

te~dency

These scales assess test-taking

to fake bad or good.

Correlations with·the clini-

cal scales of the MMPI which assess pathology were generally nonsignificarit.

The internal consistency coefficient of .88 was obtained for

thtrty-nine undergraduate students between the ages of 19.and 46 years.
A test-retest correlation of .89 was obtained for thirty-·one of those

students who retook the test one month later.

III INTERVIEWERS.
Research has provided evidence that.nonverbal behavior can be
learned through training,. and behavior thus leamed can produce the same·
impact as the same behavior occurring "naturally." or spontaneously {AlbeF.t and Dobbs 1970; Cherry 1972; Kuhner 1972; Waldron 1973). Therefore,
the nonverbal stimuli for the EEs •

perceptio·n~

as assessed in the present

study were provided by interviewers (ERs) trained in two

specif~c an~

different behavioral sets.
One paid Caucasian female, 33 years old, and the experimenter, Caucasian and 24 years old,

se.rve~ ~s

interviewers in both sets of nonve.rbal

20

treatments studied in the present experiment.
of the sixteen subjects in each

behavio~

Each ER interviewed eight

set.

The paid ER had been previously trained in nonverbal behavior sets
similar to those used. in the present study (Waldron 1973). The experimenter had not. Neither ER had been trained to maintain 'the verbal style·
required for the present study. After training sessions in verbal and
nonverbal skills, consistency between the ERs on each nonverbal behavior.·
set was rated prior to the interviews {see Appendix· A).

Also rated were

consistency within and between each ER on verbal style and differentiation
within each ER between the two nonverbal behavior sets.

The results of

these ratings_' are discussed in Chapter I II.
Both ERs were familiar with the.purpose and design of the present
study.
IV INTERVIEW FORMAT
The total interview lasted twenty-five minutes.
.

utes

w~re

considered a

.

·~wann-up

11

The first five min- ·:

period for the ER and EE.

During this

time, the ER asked the EE light conversational questions about herself and
her current activities in and out of school (see Appendix G).
In the remaining twenty minutes, the ER introduced topics for the EE
to respond to regarding her personal experiences in high school and college.
Although the interview was based on a pre-detennined list of topic areas
{see Appendix G}, the actual content of the interview depended on the EE
and ER.

The ER proceeded from one topic to.the next as the

~t

exhausted

her personal thoughts and feelings on the previous topic without becoming
de~ply

emotionally involved.
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The ER remained in role throughout the entire . .twenty-five minute· interview.

That.is, she maintained the appropriate nonverbal behavior

set and verbal style as trained.
V INTERVIEWER TRAINING

After being advised of the

pu~ose

of· the present ·study·, the paid ER ..

trained the experimenter (_;) in the rapport encouraging an.d discouraging
nonverbal behavior sets used in Waldron's 1973 study.

Behaviora1 congru~

er:ice/incongruence between. EE and ER, and relaxed n·atural/cold objective
voice were eliminated as part of the sets used in the present
Training was

accompli~hed

s~u~y.

through explanation and demonstration by the

paid ER, imitation by the ,;_, and role-playing where one interviewer
played the interviewee.
For the rapport encouraging treatment, the _ER pos i.tioned her chair
a "friendly" distance, between 4 and 5 feet, from the EE's chair.

She

smiled often .and maintained frequent eye ·contact with the EE. She leaned
slightly fortlard in her-chair (no more than 250 from a.straight-up position) and fa·ced the EE almost directly with head.and body (not. exceeding
1s0 from a head-on position).

open.

The ER kept her face and body relaxed and

This meant-an absence of nervous gestures, like foot-shakingt and

tightness in the muscles.

She sat with her legs and anns uncrossed and

positioned slightly differently from each other (see Appendix A).
For the rapport discouraging treatment, the ER placed her chair at
a more 11 fonnal 11 distance from the EE, approximately 6 to S feet.

She

rarely smiled and established- eye contact with the EE infrequently.
leaned slightly backwa~d in her chair (between 10° and 30° from a

She
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straight-up position) and turned away from the EE with her head and body
at about a 45° angle. The ER allowed her face and body to
·and closed by maintaining tightness in her muscles.
anns and 1egs

cro~sed

The two ERs

al~o

~ppear

tense

She sat with her

in a syntnetri cal fas_hion {see Appendix A).
reviewed the interview fonnat

togeth~r

and dis-

cussed the verbal styi"e described in Chapter I ( Sec. VI, p. 10-11).
\

Through explanation and review of many examples, the ERs came to a mutual
.

.

;-}.:·',
<.:)

...,,

understanding and agreement on what verbal behaviors constitute a single ~~l'

.open-ended question, a follow-up question, a refocusing questiqn, and an

cJ

unstructured encouragement (see Appendix B).
Through role-playing possible interviews using the interview fonnat,
the ERs also established decision rules for main.taining moderate verbai
activity and keeping the

i~terview

focussed on the EE's personal experi-

ence, feelings,_and ideas without her becoming
volved.

d~eply

emotionally in-

A moderate level of verbal activity consisted of two

aspects~

First, the ER introduced and allowed the EE to exhaust a topic with unstructured encouragement before going on to a new one.

Second, the ER pro-

vided some structure with one of the verbal behaviors listed above when
the EE appeared to be 11 hung-up 11 on a topic.

The cues for the EE 1 s being

hung-up _were defined as her falling silent, repeating herself, going off
on a less personal tangent, or becoming highly emotionally involved •.
The ERs trained with each other until they had_ become skilled in
the two nonverbal behavior sets, a
format.

During the training

~onsistent

se~sions,

'(" """

verbal style, and interview

they had also learned.to control

for pos.sible confounding nonverbal and verbal behaviors. They did this
by giving each· other feedback during the role-playing practice interviews.
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VI PILOT INTERVIEWS
Subsequent ·to the training sessions, it was necessary to assess
whether or not.the interviewer behaviors in· the rapport ·encouraging and
discouraging interview .sets would be relatively equivalent between the
two interviewers for b·oth treatments.
blish that the

intervie~ers

It was also i-mportant to esta-

would provide the intended nonverbal differI

ences between the two treatments

whil~

\ ../

maintaining the intended verbal
,

style relatively consistently across the two treatments.

t..1

"(1
\.

The interviewers, therefore, conducted four pilot interviews.

,)

Each

-~ ...

.\

\

.

ER attempted to conduct two in the encouraging nonverbal mode and two in '} ~

I

'\

(

the discouraging nonverbal mode, while holding her verbal behavior relatively constant for all four interviews. The interviewees were recruited
from undergraduate communication classes and were not infonned of the
nonverbal interview condition_s until the completion of ·their five minute
interview. The content of each interview centered around-the EEs' current
college experience.
Three graduate students in conununication were enlisted as raters.
Al 1 three raters independent.ly observed and rated each of the eight sets
of interviewer behavior along eleven seven-point graphic scales (see Appendix A).

Scales 1 and 2 pertained to the overall impact of the ER's verbal

and nonverbal behavior. Scales 3 through 8 pertained to the different
~spects

of specific nonverbal behaviors which

ceding section (Sec. V, p. 21-22).

w~re

described in the pre-

Scale 9 pertained to the overall- foi-

pact of the ER's verbal behavior, while Scales 10 and 11 were

addr~ssed

·,

to the two specific aspects of verbal style--activity and structure--which
were to be kept moderate and constant. The raters were not advis.ed of the

"l
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treatment conditions until after the completion of the last of the eight
interviews.
VII THE INTERPERSONAL EXPERIENCE QUESTIONNAI'RE

The· Interpers·onal Experience Questionnaire or IEQ was formulated to
assess the EE's perceptions of herself, the ER, and the relationship between them (see Appe'ndix· C).

The fonnat and items for the IEQ were derived

from one section of Laing, Phillipson, and Lee's (1966) Interpersonal Perception Method (IPM) which was introduced in Chapter I (Sec. VI and VII)·.
"'\

The IPM was fonnulated and tested in a clinical setting using disturbed· ( o) and nondisturbed.{ND) married couples as subjects. The subjects·
based their answers to the IPM items on their total experiences with their
spous·es.

Retest reHability was assessed by giving the questionnaire to

fourteen D couples and ten ND couples, then retesting them four to six
weeks later.

For the section from which the IEQ was drawn, there was

retest agreement on at least fifty of the sixty items ·for 80% of the

spouse~

from ND couples as opposed to 75% from the D couples.
Internal

consist~ncy

was tested by comparing responses to seven pairs

of issues similar in meaning.
in meaning were also compared.

Responses to six pairs of issues opposing
11

Consistency on the pairs of items meant.
11

similar responses fo.r synonyms and opposing responses for antonyms •. For
the section from which the IEQ was drawn, all seven synonyms were s·cor,ed
consistently for 85% of the spouses from the NO couples as opposed
from the D couples.

t~

73%

At least four out of s·ix antonyms were s·cored consis-

. tently for 100% of the ND spouses as opposed

~o 73~

from the O couples.

Laing made use of sixty issues from which four sta-tements were built
corresponding to the

fo~r

relational phases.

Reviewing from Chapter I, the
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four. rela.tional phases were self in relation ·to

self~

self in relation to

other, other in relation to self, and other in relation to other.

The issues Laing used were derived from a group of· approximately two
thousand words and phrases drawn from a standard dictionary.

These phrases

all expre·ssed an experience which a person could have in relation to herself or another person· in the context of interaction. The list of 2000
was reduced

by.E~liminating

redundancies, synonyms, antonyms, and the

phrases that were the most difficult for the subjects to understand. The
final sixty issues were chosen on the basis of test-retest studies and
item analyses

(L~ing

et al 1966).

Twenty of Laing's issues were eliminated from use on the IEQ.
issues were eva'luated as iriappropri ate for nc;m-intimate,

These
short

same~sex,

tenn dyads by eight judges trained in psychology and interpersonal commu- .
nication·.

At least 75% agreement among the judges was required to el imin-

ate an item.
Therefore, there were forty issues on the IEQ around each of which
~·

were built four statements corresponding to the four relational phases.
The questionnaire contained a total of 160 statements.

As discussed in

Chapter I (Sec. VIII, p. 14-15), each statement was scored by the
on a true/false or false/true continuum from 1 to 4.

subj.~ct

For positive state-

ments, 1 was true; for negative statements, 1 was false.
The fonnat of the I EQ differed s 1i ght ly from that of the IPM.

On

the IPM, the relational phases were presented in groups based on item
content.

For example, 11 1 respect her", "She respects me",

se 1f'~, and "She· respects herse 1f" were a11 presented
order.

11

1 respect my-

togeth~r.

in that

However, the pilot for another study (Bloom 1973) ·revealed that

subjects tended to respond with a "response set" on each group of items.
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That is, they gave all four statements the same score. To avoid this
effect, all 160 statements on· the IEQ were scrambled by being presented

in a randQmly assigned order.
,,

VI II SETTIN(l
Three adjacent interview rooms _a't Portland State University were

used for the present study. The first room was used for the pre-interview
briefing and final de-briefing, the second for the post-interview questionnaires, and the third for the main intervi.ew. The settings for the
first and second rooms were similar to the room

desc~ibed

below, except

that they were furnished only with two 9r three classroom-type desk chairs
and pencils.
The setting for the
by

Two

twen~y-five

minute interv.iew was a twelve foot

fifteen foot room with one door, no windows, and posters on the walls.
upholstere~

office chairs were set up facing each other.diagona1ly on

a rug. The EE's chair faced the closed door.

In one corner of the room

was placed a metal TV-tray with not water, cups, spoons, sugar, creamer,
coffee, and tea-for the use of the EE.

To the_ side of the chairs within

reach of the EE and ER was pl aced a simi 1ar tray with clock and tapere- ·
corder for the ER and kleenex and ashtray for the EE.
ately lit

by

The· room was moder-

an overhead light.
IX

PRQCE DURE

The ER sat waiting for the EE in the main interview room except when
the experimenter (E)
...... was to be the interviewer. When she reported at her
assigned time, the EE was briefed in an -adjacent room

by

the I

~ho

maintained
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an efficient, business ... like attitude with a cordial tone which was intended
to be neither

frie~dly

nor cold. ·At that time, the EE was adyised of the

basic· intervie~ procedure, her rights of voluntary participation and confidentiality, and other .ethical considerations
(se.e Appendix H). Her ques.
t·ions concerning· the .instructions were answered as briefly a·s possible.
The EE was then asked to come

wit~

the

~to

the interview room. The

ER· assumed role as introductions were made by the_;_. When the E was to be
the interviewer, she.announced that she wa·s to be the EE's interviewer and
·assumed role {see

~ppendix

H). When she was not the interviewer, the f_

then left the room and closed the door. The ER

the~

asked the EE to sit

down and offered her coffee or tea. The taperecorder was started by the

ER as she

initiated·t~e

five

minu~e

warm-up ·interview. A different half

hour tape, one side, was used for each

E~.

·At the end of five minutes,

the ER began the interview proper which continued for twenty

minutes~

At

that time, the f_ knocked on.the door, or checked the clock when she was
the interviewer,. which ·signalled the end of the
was then tenninated

b~

The EE was then

inter~iew.

The interview

the ER (see Appendix I).
~sked

to fol lo~ the:;_ who.again maintained a cordial,

business-like attitude to the adjacent room. where the EE was asked to fill
out the Interpersonal Experience Questionniare {IEQ). The EE was again
advised of ethica.1 considerations and asked to read the instructions on
the questionnaire carefully (see Appendix I).· The EE.was then left alone
to take the time she needed to complete the questionnaire. When she finished the IEQ, she brought it to the,;_, in the.room where they initially met •.
The IEQ

w~s

in111ediately filed in a folder .an_d the EE given a very·

short .post-experimental ·survey composed of a few Likert-type items to get
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her overall reactions· to the ER, the IEQ, and the experimental situation
(see Appendix J).

Upon completion of the survey which was

~lso fil~d

immediately, the EE was infonned of the true purpose of the
questions she had concerning it were answe.red.

study~

Any

Befere.the EE left, she

was asked to agree not to discuss the study with her peers until its
completion.
i;~

X METHOD OF ANALYSIS
Pilot Data
The data from the pilot intervi~ws was assessed initially in_ order
to establish

w~ether

or not the two ERs were creating the intended treat-

ment condi.t ions of the independent vari ab 1e and wheth.er or not these con- ·
ditions were comparable across ERs.· Analysis of the pilot data began
with the assessment of inter-rater reliability among the three raters
through the computation of eleven Kendall's WCoefficients of Concordance,
one coefficient for

ea~h

scale.

For each scale, four

were

and the two

treat~

ments of the independent variable, interviewer nonverbal behavior.

Rater

obtained from all possible combinations of the two

~Rs

cond~tions

scores were converted to ranks across the four conditions.

Ranked. data ·

from the three raters was then arrayed in a 3 X 4 table and the concordance
for each item computed. The coefficients were then corrected for tied
ranks and their statistical significance assessed.

The results of

thes~

computations are presented in Chapter ·III, Table I.
With inter-rater reliability established for each. scale, comparability
of ER behavior between ·the two intervi~wers was ass~ssed over the total
eleven scales by computations of two Pearson Product Moment Correlations,
--- - one correlation, r, for each treatment.

For each of the eleven

scale~,
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ratings

perta~ning

to each ER were summed across raters.

This was done

separately. for the i-nterviews in the rapport encouraging treatment
the interviews in the rapport di·scouraging

tre.atme~t.

an~

The Pearson r, ·

correlating the two interviewers• overall .behavior, was then calculated
<

for each treatment and its

st.a~istical signifi~ance

assessed.

Finally, to ascertain whether or not the interviewers were varying
their nonverbal behavior and holding their verbal behavior

~elatiyely

constant across the two interview conditions, three Fisher Exact Probabilities were computed, one for each category of scales--global,·nonverbal,
and verbal. The data given by the seven-point graphic scales was dichotomized using the interval between 3 and 4 as the randomly· determined
cut-off point for low and high scores.·
on the rater questionnaire were set up

Thi~
s~

was done because· the scales

that low scores reflected en-

couraging impact and behavior, and high degree of verbal structure and
activity.

Hi.gh scores reflected disc·ouraging impact and behavior, and

low degree· of verbal structure

~nd

activity.

Within each treatment, Low scores (1 through 3) were summed across
raters for each category of scales to provide three combined totals.
There was one total for the.two global scales, one for the six nonverbal
scales, and one

'fo~

the three verbal scales •. The same was done for· the

High scores (4 through 7).

For each category ·of scales, the combined ·

totals were arrayed in a 2 X 2 contingency table obtained from the two
treatments (Encouraging and Discouraging) and the two levels of data (Low.
and High). The Fisher Exact Probability was then computed from
for each category

~o

t~e

table·

assess whether or not the.treatments differed signi-

ficantly in the proportion of low and high scale scores attributed to

-I
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them for that category. The results ,of these

comput~tions

are presen.ted

in Chapter ·III, Table II.
Interviewer Effect
It was then

nece~sary

to detennine whether or not there was a signi-

ficant difference between EE responses- to each of the. ERs across treatments. This was done in

orde~

to assess whether or not variance due to

interviewer effect was to be accounted for in the design for analysis of
the dependent data.

The scores given to all 160 items on the IEQ

~ere

totalled for each of the thirty-two subjects. The score totals were then
ordered into two independent sets of data representing

~he

EEs responses
1

to the ·two ERs, each set containing the totals for the sixteen subjects .
fote.rvi ewed by the same ER. · The difference between the ineans for each
set was then tested for significance at the .05 significance level with
30 degrees of

freedo~ us~ng

a t-test for independent means.

Homogeneity of Variance
Before an analysis of variance. could be computed on the data, the
assumption of homogenejty of variance needed to be tested for the selected
design.

The dependent data were put into a three factor, split plot,

fixed model design with repeated measures on two factors.

For the purpose

of data analysis, the statements on the IEQ were grouped according to
relational phase and issue category.

Chapter I described the grouping of

issues· according to content into fi.ve

ca~egories

research with

~he

IPM

(se~

drawn from

l~ing•s

{1966)

Appendix D).

There were two sets of different subjects representing the two
nonverbal interviewer treatments, sixteen subjects in each treatment (A).
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Each subject (S) was repeate9 across the five issue categories\(C) which
were nested under each of the four relational phases (B) as shown below.
.'{

I I/

. B

B4 .
B3.
B2
1
. c1c2t3c4c5 c1c2c3c4cs c1c2c3c4c5 c1c2c3c4c5

Al

-----
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s16 -----.
s
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. ;. ____

17
532 - - - - -

- - - - - - - - - .... - - - - - - - .. - - - .. - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - .. - - -

..

Figure 2. Three factor, split-plot design with repeated measures ·
on pha~e and cat.egory.
·
Therefore, the three factors were treatment with two levels, phase

wi~h

four levels., and category with five levels with subjects repeated across
phase and category.
Each piece of data represented one treatment, one relational phase,
one category, and one subject. This was done by totalling the scores on
the IEQ items in

eac~

issue category for each relational

treatment for each subject.

pha~e

in each

Each total was then divided by the number of

issues in the category to obtain a mean score for that category in that
relational phase and treatment condition for that subject. This was done
to equalize the discrepancies in number of issues in each of the five categories.

For the

~nalysis,

eight items representing two issues were eli- ·

minated because each issue was split along relational phase into two
categories. All four relational_ phases of each of the remaining thirty
eight issues belonged to the same category.

Since a cell of data represents

only one level of each factor (a;bjck), each cell in the present design
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contained sixteen mean scores for the sixteen
was

a totaJ

subject~

of forty cells for the desfgn (2 treatments

in the cell. There

x 4 phases x 5

categories}.
To test for homogeneity. of variance, the cell with the largest vartance and the cell with the smallest variance were used to calculate
Hartley's Fmax-statistic. The hypothesis of homogeneity of variance

wa~

retained if the calculated Fmax was less than the critical value for an
Fmax detennined at the .05 significance level with 40 and 15 degrees of
freedom.
Analysis of Variance
Once the

a~sumption

of homogeneity of variance was confirmed, an

analysis of variance cou·l d be made on the dependent data using the
three factor design described above.

A three way analysis- of variance

was performed to obtain an F ratio of ·variances for each possible
source of variation. The source table for the design of the present
study is given in Figure 3. An effect was considered significant if
the F ratio obtai_ned for that effect was equal to or greater than the
critical F value detennined at the ·.os significance .level.·
Follow-up Tests of.Significance
Following the analysis of variance, follow-up significance tests_
were perfonned to assess sQurces of variance between and among individual levels of the factors involved. To investigate main effects involving factors with over two levels, a follow-up analysis of orthogonal
comparisons of difference·s between level totals for each factor was

perfonned.
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Source of Variation

SS

Between Subjects
·rreatments (Trmt.)
Subjects within groups
· (error term)

df

MS

F-rati o

31
1
30

Within Subjects
Phase
Treatment X Phase
Phase X Subj. w/in grps.
(error term)
Category (Cat.) .
Treatment X Category
Cat. X Subj. w/in grps.
(error term)
Phase X Category
Trmf. X Phase X Cat.
Phase X Cat. X Subj. w/in grps.
(error term)

608
3

Total

639

3

90
4
4

120
12
12
360

Figure 3. Source table for a three way analysis of variance on a
three factor, split plot fixed model design with repeated measures
on phase and category.
.
Analysis of Covariance
In order to account for possible.variation due to individual differences in defensiveness, the effects of the original analysis of variance
were reassessed with each subject s Marlowe-Crowne Social Desi_rabil ity
1

Inventory score as a covariate.

Through

~n

analysis of covariance using

the same design, the original sources of variance were adjusted_ to account
for the ·covariate and new F-ratios calculated for each source.

Again, an

F-ratio equal to or greater than the critical value of F detennined at
the .05 significance level was considered significant.
Post-Experimental Survey .
Finally, the subjects 1 responses to the· fi.rst fourteen items on the
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fina1

post-.experi:n~ntal

survey .·mre represented oy item in a sumnary table.
1

Iteris 1 th rough 6 on the survey were scored a1ong a

~even ~oi nt

graphic

sca1e assessing the subject's overall feelin.gs °t0 .'lard herself~ the inte·r1

vie\'I, and th~ interviewer.
po~nt

Items 7 through 11 Here scored along a two

graphic scale assessing the subject's attitude to1.-1ard the intervie1:1er.

Items 12 through 14 were scored along a seven point graphic scale assessing
the subject's reaction to the IEQ.
The means for the. subjects' responses to each item were calculated
for each treatment level.

These means afld the differences bet\'leen them

were arrayed in the summary table for examination.

The modes for the sub-

jects' responses on each item. \'/ere also determined for each treatment
level and pre'sented on the table.

Finally, for the iter:is using a seyen

point graphic scale, the number of scores of 4 or over·across subjects for
each treatment level was determined.
on the table.

The two treatments were then compared

This infonnation was reviewed and discussed in relation to

the results of the analysis of variance and follow-up tests.
tested for significant differences.

It was not

The above information is presented

in Chapter III, Table XII.
Items 15 through 18 were short answer questions inviting the subjects' comments on the interview, interviewer, and IEQ.
were summarized by content for each item.

These answers

A rough content analysis was

made to·determine the percentage of subjects

i~

each treatment level who

made similar cornnents about particular aspects of their experience in
the experiment.

These percentages were not tested for si gni fi cant di f-

ferences between treatments.
comm~nts

The information was examined so. that overa 11

could be made in relation to the

depe~dent

data.

CHAPTER III
RESULTS
The results of the raters' evaluation of the pil~t interviews, the
tests for interviewer effect and homogeneity of variance, the analysis of
variance on the IEQ data, the follow-up tests of significance, the analysis of covarian.ce with the Marlowe-Crowne scores, and the post-experimental
survey are presented below.

I PILOT DATA
Assessment of inter-rater reliability was made through the· computation of e J·even Kenda 11 's WCoeffi ci en~s of Concordance, one coefficient
for each of the eleven graphic scales. These eleven. coefficients were
.

.

.

then corrected for tied ranks. Th·e sum of sq.uares, S, used to calculate
each

coeffi~.ient, \~,

was used

t~

assess the

s~gnificance

of each .w from

statistical tables. The uncorrected and corrected coefficients and the .
sum of squares for each scale are given in Table I.

See Appendix A for

item identification •. A critical value for S was ·estimated at falling
between 20 and 30 from the values given on the table.since the critical
valu·e for a 3 X 4 matrix was not available. The starred items on Table I
are, therefore, probably significant at the .05 significance level.

De-

gree ·of nonverbal relaxation: or tension, verbal acti.vity, ·and verbal structure were not significant. ·inter-rater reliability was therefore established for the overa 11 gl oba 1 measures, four out of five nonverbal measures, and the global verbal measure.
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TABLE· l
KENDALL'S COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE AMONG
THE THREE RATERS OF THE PILOT INTERVIEHS
FOR EACH ITEM OF THE RATER QUESTIONNAIRE·
Kendall 1s W
uncorrected

Item

.944
.800
.944
·.133
.822
.811
.822
.800
.856
.278
.422

1·
2
3
4
5

6
7
8
9

10
11

Kendall's W
corrected

s

. • 977
1.000

42.5*
36.0*

.977
.143

42.5~

.• 949

.901
.949
.923
.951
.439

6.0
37 .O*
36.5*
37.0*
36.0*
38.5*
12.5
19.0

.704
* signifJcant at .05 leve1 of significance

Two Pearson Product Moment Correlations, r, were computed to assess
comparability.of

i~terviewers

bal treatment level.

In the Rapport Encouraging treatment, the inter-

viewers corre 1 ated with an r
level.

over all eleven scales within each nonver-

= •735,

s i gni fi can_t at the •01 s i gni fi cance

In the Rapport Discouraging treatment, the interviewers correl-

ated with an r = .859, significant at the .001 significance level.

The

interviewers did, therefore, establish overall comparability of behavior
within each treatment level.
Three Fisher Exact Probabilities were computed, one for each of the
three categories of scale·s, to assess whether or not the

interview~rs

were varying their nonverbal behavior between the two treatment levels
and hol.ding their· verbal behavior

con~tant.

The

conti~gen~y

tables for

each category of scales, the mode for each treatment within each· category,
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and the Fisher Exact Probability are presented in Table II.

The

R~pport

Encouraging treatment is- referred to as_ RE; the Rapport Discouraging
i.

treatment

~s

referred to as RD.

All _thre-e probabilities are significant

I

beyond the .01 significance level and the probab~lity for the nonverbal
category of scales is highly significant at p

= .004. x 10-9.

TABLE II
FISHER EXACT PROBABILITY CONTINGENCY TABLES
AND MODAL SCORES FOR THE THREE CATEGORIES
OF ITEMS ON THE RATER Q~EST_IONNAI RE

Fisher. Exact
Probabilitt

Table·

Categorl
GLOBAL (1-2)

Low HighRE .1,0
2
RD
0
12

p

= .003

p

= .004

Mode·*
RE = 2
RD= 5

Low ·.High

NONVERBAL ( 3-8)
RE
RD

30
6

6
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x 10-9

RE = ·2
RD= 6

Low High

VERBAL (9-11)
RE
RD

12
3

6
15

RE= 3
p = .003

RD= 5

* Based on a seven point graphic scale
where the.median= 4.

Examination of the modes for each treatment within each category indicated
that the sea.res for the nonverbal category tended to p.olarize between the
treatments·. The scores for the verbal category, however, tended to gravitate around the median of the scale for each treattnent. The

glob~l

scores

tended to fall somewhere in-between the two behavior categories.

A t-test

for cortelated means was perfonned on the differences between

total

t~e

item scores for the RE and RD treatments across all three verbal items.
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The calculated t( 2) = 3.05 was not significant at the .05 significance
level .(t. 05 ( 2) = 4.303), suggest.ing that the rater responses to the tw9

treatment levels were not significantly different.·
II

IN°TERVIEWER EFFECT

At-test ·for independent means was used to test the significance of
the difference_. between the means of the two sets of total IEQ scores across
treatments for the sixteen
obtained t(JO)

= .117

cance level (t.05(30)

subj~cts

interviewed

so~rce

of variance on.the dependent

interviewer~

. The

at the .05 signifi- .

The means obtained for each interviewer

were almost identical at 268.8 and 266.5.
fore .not counted as a

each

signi~icant

was definitely not

= 2.042).

by

Interviewer effect was there-

of variance in the des1gn for the analysis
~ata.

III HOMOGENEITY OF

VARIAi~CE

Hartley's Fmax.statistic. was calculated to test for honx>geneity of

i

·1

variance within the.design used for the

pre~ent

study. The data was

arranged in a split plot factorial design with repeated measures on two
factors.as discussed in Chapter II (Sec. X, .p. 30-31). The largest of'
forty cell variances was divided by the smallest cell variance to render
an Fmax(40,15) = 7.973. Th~ highest critical Fmax detennined at the .01
significance level given on the available tables was Fmax. 99 (12,15) = 8.0.
Fmax.99(40,15) would h.ave been greater than Fmax~gg(12,15). The obtained
value for Fmax' 7.973, was therefore

l~ss

than the

~ritical

value for

Fmax. 99 (40,15) and the hypothesis of homogeneity was retained.
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IV ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
The completed source table for the three way analysis of v·ariance
perfonned on the above-named design is given

below~

TABLE III
·ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS FOR TREATMENT,
PHASE, AND CATEGORY TOTAL? ON THE IEQ{N=l6)

Source of Variance

Sum of
Sgs.

Between
Treatment {Tnnt.)
Subjects within groups

5.728
11.194

df
1
30

Mean
~s.

5.728
2.373

F Ratio.
2.414

-------------------~-----~----~---------·--------------------------~~-

Within
15.084
Phase
0.280
Treatment.X Phase
4.289
Phase X Subj. w/in grps.
Category (cat.)
4.608
Treatment_X Category
1.110
9.992
Cat. X Subj. w/in grps.
Phase X Category
5.662
0.440
Trmt. X Phase X Cat.
Phase X Cat. X Subj. w/in grps. 38.329

3
3
90
4
4
120
12
12
360

5.028
0.093
0.048
1.152
0.278
0.083
0.472
0.037
0.107

104.750*
1.938
13.881*
3.349**
4.411*
0.341

-~---------------~------------------------------~--------------------

* significant at p<..001
· ** significant at P<.025.

The· calculated F = 2.414 for a main effect between the two nonverbal
treatments .across phase and category was not significant at the .05 level
of sign.ificance (F. 05 (1,30) = 4.1_7). This would hav.e suggested that the
nonverbal treatments presented by the interviewers were not a significant
source of variance in the data overall.
The two remaining factors and two out of four interactions reflected
~i~nificant

sources of vatiarice in the

d~ta.

The calculated F = 104.75
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·for a main effect between the four relational phases across treatments
and categories was highly significant at the .001 significance
(F.

le~e~

001 {~,90) = 5.98). The calculated F = 13.881 for a main effect between

the five issue categories across
cant at the .001

~ignificance

F = 3.349 for an

i~teraction

~reatments

and phases was also signifi-·

level (F. 001 (4,120) = 4.95). The calculated
between treatments and categ~ries was signi-

ficant at the .02S signifkance level. {F. 025 (4,120) =· 2.·89). The calculated F = 4.411 for. an .interaction between phases and categorie·s was also
significant at the .001

s~gnificance

level (F.001(12,360)

= 3.02).

The calculated F = 1.938 for an interaction between treatment and
phase was not significant at the .05 significance level (F.os(3,90)

= 2.72).

The calculated F = 0.341 for an interaction between all three factors was
less than 1.0 and obviously not significant.

V ·FOLLOW-UP TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Phases
An examination of·the totals for each of the four levels of relational
phases across treatments and categories revealed that the Self-Self {SS)
total was much higher than the Self-Other (SO), Other-Self (OS), and
Other-Other (00) totals (see Table IV). The latter three totals were all
approximately the.same.
Using an F-test of significance on treatment sums, an individual
comparison was made between .the Self-Self phase total and the other three.
The obtained F = 316 •.896 was highly significant at the .01 significance
level (F. 01 (1,90) = 6 •. 965). This suggested tha.t the sum of all the subjects' scores for items in the Self-Self phase was significantly higher
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than the score sums for each of the other three phases.

The latter sums

did not differ significantly from each other.
TABLE IV
SUM?1ARY TABLE OF IEQ RESULTS F.OR. THE
TREATMENT-PHASE INTERACTION IN THE
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE INCLUDING
TREATMENT AND PHASE TOTALS
PHASES

SS

T
R
M

T

s.

SO'

OS

00

·T

RE

143.025·

116.685

RD

160.844

131.165

114.543 118.148
492.402 T 0
RT
132.864 128.072 . 552.945 MA.

303.869

247.850

247.407 246.220

TL

.s

PHASE TOTALS
Categories
Using Duncan's New Multiple Range Test determined at the .05 level
of significance, multiple comparisons were made between the means for
each of the five levels of issue category (see Table V).

Two

m~jor

dif-.

ferences were found between categories· across treatments and phases. The
mean for the item scores in the Warm Concern/Support (CNC) category was
significantly higher than means for item s·co.res in the other four categories. The mean for.item scores in the Contention (CNT) category was
s i gni fi cantly 1ower than means ·for i tern scores in three other categories.
It did not differ significantly from the
mean.

Discourage~nt

(DIS} category

There were no significant mean differences between Interdependence/

Autonotll.Y (AUT), Discouragement {DIS), and Confusion '(CNF).
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TABLE V
DUNCAN 1 S MULTl PLE RANGE

TEST

RES UL TS ·

FOR THE CATEGORY MAIN E.FFECT IN
THE ANALYS.IS· OF VARIANCE

CNT

--

DIS
.054

--

CNF

A~T

CNC

*

·*
.065

*
*

--

*
*

--

.

* significant at p<.05

--

CNT .
DIS ·
CNF·
AUT
CNC

Phase-Category Interaction
The main phase and category effects w~re qu~lified by the results of
another.Duncan Multiple Range Test,
level.

det~nnined

at the .05

signif~cance

This test compared means for the twenty levels of phase-category

interaction (see Table VI).
While the main phase effect across categories and

treat~nts

showed

the Self-Self phase total to.be significantly larger than the other three·
phase totals, the Duncan· Test results indicated that this relationship
did not hold within the Autonomy and Concern categories.

Looking down

the Autonomy (AUT) column in Table VII, it was apparent that Self-Self
(SS) did not differ significantly· from the other three phases.
Concern (CNC) column, it did not differ

signif~cantly·

In the

from the Other-Self

(OS) phase.
The main category effect across phases and treatments.did not hold
within every phase according to the Duncan Test results in Table VI. The
mai~

effect across phases showed Concern to be significantly higher than
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TABLE VI
DUNCAN'S NEW.MULTIPLE RANGE TEST RESULTS
FOR THE PHASE-CATEGORY INTERACTION

t.

I

OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

so OS so 00 ·ss so
CNF AUT AUT CNC AUT .CNC
*
*
*
* * * *
*
* * * * * *
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
.158 *
*
*
* *
*
*
*
* *
*
*
*
*
*

00

00

OS

SS

CNT

AUT

Ci~C

Ciff

.128

--

*

--

*

• 173

*
*'

*
*

*
*
.151

--

--

--

--

--

--

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

'* ..
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
* *
*
*
*
*
* "*
*
*
.177 *
*
*
*
*

-* significant

at p<.05

SS
CNC

.137

--

SS
Cf ff

*
~

'."'

*~
I

*
I

*
"*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*
*

.147

SS PHASE
DIS CATEGORY
* SO-.DIS
* OS-CNT
* SO-CNT.
* OS-. CNF
* OS-DIS
* 00-DIS
* 00-CNF .
* 00-CNT .

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

00-AUT
SO-CNF
OS-AUT
·sO-AUT
00-CNC
SS-AUT
SO-CNC
OS~CNC

SS-CNT

.117 SS-CNC

--

--

SS-CNF
SS-DIS.
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the other four categories.

However, the ·self-Self (SS)

t"OW

in Table VII

revealed the lack of significant .difference between. Concern (CNC). and

three other categories--Discouragement (DIS), Confusion (CNF), and Contention (CNT).

Looking across the Self-Othe~ (SO), Other-Self (OS), and

Other-Oth~r (00)
.~utonomy

rows, Concern (CNC)·. did not differ

sig~ificantly

from

(AUT).

TABLE VII
SUMMARY TABLE OF THE IEQ RESULTS FOR
THE PHASE-CATEGORY INTERACTION
OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

p

SS

.H

so

s

OS

A

E 00

s

'AUT
54.551
53.365
53.005
50.186

CNC
61. 750

·ss.ooo
57.375
54.125

CATEGORIES
CNF
DIS
65.soo· 63.400
43.750 50.400
46.625 46.400
46.875 47.200

CNT
58.668
45·. 335
44.002
47.834

303. 369
247.850
247.407
246.220

p

T

H0
AT

.S A
·E L

s

211.107. ·228.250 202.750 207.400 ·195.839

CATEGORY TOTALS

The main effect showed Contention to be significantly lower than
three other categories with no significant difference between Contention
and Discouragement. However, within the Self-Self row in Table VII, Contention did not differ significantly from Autonomy or Concern, and was
significantly· lower than Discouragement.

Contention did not differ sig-

nificantly from Confusion within any.of the four phase rows.
The main effect showed no significant differences between Autonomy,
Discouragement, and Confusion. Within the Self-Self row in Table VII,
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however, Autonomy was significantly lower than Dfsc9urager.tent and

Confu~

sion. Within the Other-Self row, it was significantly higher than Dis- .
couragement and Confusion. Within the Self-Other row, both Autonomy and
Confusidn were significantly higher than Discouragement

(~ee

Table VII).

With ihe exceptions discussed above, the relationships between
phases across categories also ~xisied within categories,_ and the relationships between categories across phases also existed within phases .
. Treatment-Catego·ry Interaction
The most important finding of the Duncan Multiple Range Test
performed on the means for the ten levels of treatment-Gategory interaction was the fo1lowing.

Within each of four issue categories, excluding.

Auton.omy, th.e di ~ference

betw~en

the Rapport Encouraging (RE) and Rapport

Discouraging (RD) treatments did exceed the least significant difference
detenntned at the .05 significance level. The results given in Table VIIl
indicated that the difference (d
not significant.

= .108)

within the Autonomy category was

However, it was close to the critical value, W, with

w5_05 = .1098. Within each .category, the total score in response to the
RE treatment was lower than the response to the RD treatment.
The main category effect across treatments and phases was again
qualified by the results of this Duncan Test. The relationships between
categories reviewed in the preceding section of this chapter were altered
in the following ways within the two treatments.
Looking·across the RE treatment row in
not differ significantly from Autonoll\Y (AUT).
higher than Di ~courag.ement (DIS)

an~

Ta~le

IX,.Concern {CNC) did

Autonomy was signific.antly

Con.fusion (CNF).

did not differ significantly from Confusion·(CNF).

Contention ( CNT)
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TABLE VII I

DUNCAN'S

~ULTIPLE

RANGE TEST RESULTS FOR THE

TREATMENT-CATEGORY HffERACTION IN

THE ANALYSIS Of VARIANCE

RE
DIS

.RE
·AUT

·.038

*
*

--

*

*

--

signifi~ant

CNT

RD
DIS

AUT

*
*
*

*
*
·*

*
*
*

RD

RD

.108

--

RD
CNF

RE
CNC

*
*

*
*
*
*

*
*
*

.106.

--

.105

--

--

--

at p<:.05

TREATMENT
CATEGORY
RE-CNT
*
RE-CNF
*
RE-DIS
*
RE-AUT
*
RD-Ciff
*
* . RD-DIS
RD-AUT
*
RE-CNC
*
.055
RD-CNF
-- RD-CNC
RD

CNC

I
I

TABLE IX
-

I

I

i

-

SUMMARY TABLE OF THE IEQ RESULTS FOR THE
TREATMENT-CATEGORY INTERACTION IN
THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

AUT

CATEGORIES
- CNF
DIS

CNC

T
R RE 102.097 110.125

94.875

92.800

CNT

TT

92.504 492.401 R 0

M

T RD 109.010 118.125 107.875 114.600 103.335

s.

211.107 .228.250 202.750. 207.400 195.839

CATEGORY TOTALS

5~2.945

MT
TA
' L

s
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Within.the RD treatment row in Table IX, Concern did not differ
significantly from ·Autonot11Y or. Confusion.

Contention

did

not differ

significantly from Autonomy.
With the exceptions discussed above, the

rela~ionships

between

categories across treatments also existed within treatments.
Treatment-Phase Interaction
This interactfon was not significant in the

analy~is

of variance.

However, the multiple comparisons made for the treatment-category interaction indicated that the Rapport Encouraging (RE) and.Rapport Discouraging (RD) treatments did differ. significantJy from one another within
the categories.

In light of these results, the treatment-phase inter-

action was explored further using Duncan's Multiple Range Test (see Table X).
TABLE X
DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST RESULTS FOR
THE TREATMENT-PHASE INTERACTION IN
THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE .

RE . RD
00
00
.045
*

so
*

*
*

*
*

--·

--

RD

--

RD

RE
SS

RD
SS

*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*

*'
*
*
*
*
*
*

OS

.060

--

* significant at p<.05
The findings of the

a~ove

--

--

TREATMENT
PHASE
RE-OS
RE-SO
RE-00
Rfl:-00

RD-SO
. RD-OS
RE-SS
RD-SS

multi.ple comparisons, determined at the

.05 s·ignificance level, again indicated that the mean score .fo.r the RE
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treatment was significantly lower than the mean for the· RD treatment
within each of the four levels of. relational phase. ·withfn. each treat-

ment, the Self-Self phase was again scored significantly higher than the
other three phases which did not differ significantly from each other.

VI ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE
Each subject's score on the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability
Inventory was incorporated· as a covariate into the

origina~

analysis of

variance. This was done to account for the possible impact of a subject's
need to· give a socially sanctioned response on the direction in which ·
res.ponses on the IEQ were endorsed. The resulting analysis of covariance
produced an adjusted F =.2.082 for the

n~nverbal

treatment factor.

This

was a reduction of the already nonsignificant F ratio resulting from the
analysis of variance.

It was, therefore, not significant. The adjusted

source table is presented below in Table XI.

TABLE XI
RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE OF
MARLOWE-CROHNE SOCIAL DESIRABILITY

SCORES WITH IEQ SCORES (N

Source of Variance
Between
Treatment( Ax).
Marlowe-Crowne(Ay)

Axy

Adjusted Treatment(A')
SubJ. w/in groups(x)
Subj. w/in groups(y}
Subj. w/in groups(xy)
Adjusted· Error{P'_) ·

= 16}

SS

df

5.728
275.630
- 39.732
4.952
71.194
17,398.750
-191.240
68.952

1
1
1
1
30
30
30
29

MS

>

F

5.728
275 •. 630

2.414
F<: 1

4.952
2.373
579. 958

2.082

2.378
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VII ·POST-EXPERIMENTAL SURVEY
The results of the post-experimental survey for items 1 through 14
are su.Jl111arized in Table XI.I (see Appendix J for item identification).
These results were.not tested for·signi.ficance.

Observations of.the data·

are presented. below.
The first six items were scored on a scale from 1 (very positive) to
7 (very negative).

The two items which produced the largest mean differ-

ence. between the two nonverbal treatments were item 1, interviewer
involvement vs. detachment (d
·about the interviewer ( d

= 2.06),

= 1. 25) .•

and item 6, good vs. bad feelings

(

The mean difference for the other four

items was below 1.00.
The ·three items assessing the interviewee's feelings toward the
interviewer and her warmth, involvement, and support had a mode of 1 for

I
.I

!

the rapport encouraging (RE) treatment and a mode of 3 for the ·rapport
discouraging (RD) treatment.

Both treatments shared a mode of 2 for the

two items assessing interviewee openness, security, and feelings about
self.

For the item assessing interviewee relaxation and comfort, the· treat-

ments shared a mode of 3 out of a scale.of 7.
Across subjects for most. of these six items, five or more of the
scores given in response to the RD treatrrent on each item exceeded 3.

Two

or less of the scores given on each

3~

The item with the larges·t difference

it~m

for the RE treatment exceeded

betw~en

was interviewer involvement/detachment.

scores for the two treatments

The items with the least difference

between scores were interviewer support/criticality (item 2)
viewee security/defensiveness (item 4) •.

and

inter-
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Of the middle six items

~hi ch asse~sed

whether or not the inter-

viewee would want the interviewer for a friend, -counselor, etc. (see
Howe.ver, the mode for the

Appendix J), the means did not differ ·much.

RE treatment was "would· want" and the mode· for· the RD treatment was
11

would not want".
The last three items assessed how representative the interviewee

fe 1t her responses on the IEQ to be ·of her fee 1i ngs.

repr~sentati ve-

The

ness of the IEQ regarding the interviewer produced the largest mean diff~rence

between treatments which was only 0.566.

On a seven point scale

with 1 being "very representative", the modes grouped around 2 and the
means around 2.5.

However, representativeness regarding the interviewer

(item 12) produced

th~

ment~.
n~mber

largest.number of scores of 4 or

Representativeness

~egarding

ov~r

across treat-

self (item 14) produced the least

of scores of 4 or more. Across these three items, the RD treat-

ment produced five more responses exceeding 3 than did the RE treatment.
TABLE XII
SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR POST-EXPERIMENTAL
SURVEY INCLUDING PER ITEM TREATMENT
MEANS AND MODAL SCORES
.

Item
1
2

3·

4
5
6
7-11
12

13
14

\

RE
Mean

d

RD
Mean

- -- -1.94 2.06 4.00
2.19
.94 3.13
.94 3.38
2.44
1.94 .87 2.81
2.25
.88 3.13
1.88 1.25 '3.13
.24 1.34
1.10
2.50
.57 3.06
.25 2.69
2.44
1.82 .37 2.19

RE·· RD
Mode Mode

--1-2 3-4.
1

3

3
3-4

2

·2

2
1

2
3
2
2
1
2

1
1
2
2

#

score~4

RE RD

2

9

3

5

2

6
3

1
1

5

0

3.

4
3.

7
4
1

0
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In the section allowing for free comments about the interview,
interviewer, and IEQ, the following compa·ris.ons were

m~de. - l~ithin

the RE

treatment, 56% of the subjects described the interview as relaxed, pleasant, or open compc,.red to 18.8% of. the

subjec~s

within the RD treatment.

On the other hand, only 18.8% of the subjects within the RE treatment
reported feelings of confusion, bewilderment, or difficulty in expressing
themselves compared· to 50% of the subjects within the .RD

treatment~

Complaints of little interaction .with the interviewer and a surface
or one-sided interview were made by 37.5% of the RE subjects compared to
12.3% of the RD subjects. Wishes for more interviewer involvement were
claimed by 18.8% of the RE subjects compared to 12.3% of the RD subjects.
Regarding the IEQ, 62.5% of the RE subjects found the questions ·
hard to answer aue to lack of information about the interviewer compared
to 37.5% of the RD subjects.

The IEQ items were idenitified as vague,

confusing, or irrelevant by 25% of the RE s·ubjects compared to 31. 3% of ·
the RD subjects. Subjects finding the IEQ items repetitious included
43.8% of the RE subjects compared to 18.8% of the RD subjects.
About 80% of the

wo~n

or the interview content.

thought the experiment was about themselves

The

re~aining 20~

had no idea or thought it

might have to do with their responses toward the interviewer or their
evaluation of her as an interviewer.
The above percentages were not tested for significant differences.

CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION
The present study attempted to investigate how a participant in a
dyadic relationship would

~iscriminate

subtle

relationsh~p

and disposi-

tion statements conveyed by the nonverbal behavior of her partner in
dyad.

The primary purpose of the study was to

investiga~e

th~

the nature of

the discriminations made directly by a receiver of nonverbal· messages
with regard to their meaning

fo~

and impact on that receiver. The secon-

dary purpose was to evaluate the effectiveness of the instrument used in
the present study to assess the experience.of·the receiver.
I

The results of

th~

presented in Chapter III.

experimental manipulations were analyzed and
In this chapter, these results will be inte-

grated and discussed in light of the purposes of the study, previ.ous ·
research, and the experimental paradigm.

Interpretations will be offered

along with a discussion of the limitations of the present study·and the
implications of the conclusions drawn in this chapter. Suggestions for
further research will be followed by a

summ~ry

of this discussion.

I ESTABLISHING THE NONVERBAL CONDITIONS
With significant Kendall's WCoefficients of Concordance of .90 or
better for each behavior assessment during the pilot interviews, a high
reliability was establis·h.ed between raters for five out. of the· six treatment behaviors (see .Chapter III. Table I).
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The lack of consistency in
tion/t~nsion di~nsion

was not

well-defin~d

.may

th~

raters'. assessments. of the rel axa-

have been due to the fact that this dimension

to .the raters on their questionnaire (see Appendix

A). As described. in Chapter II (Sec. V, P~ 21), the relaxation/tension
dimension included such behaviors as

presenc~

or absence of nervous ges-

. tures and muscular tightness in face,.body, and movement.
·questionnaire, it was defined only as

relax~d

On the rater's

vs. tense posture. The

rapport encouraging treatment had the interviewer leaning slightly forward and maintaining almost constant eye contact, while the rapport.discouraging treatment involved a reclining body angle and lesser degree of
eye contact.

Some of the raters may have been

re~ponding

to the apparent

intensity of the rapport encouraging behavior set relative to the apparent
casualness and familiarity of the rapport discouraging behavior set.

This

possibility was also taken into account in the discussion which follows
of the IEQ results.
The highly significant Pearson Product Moment Correlations between
the pooled ratings for each interviewer and treatment established that
the interviewers were presenting comparable stimulus conditions within each
set .of nonverbal behavior.
almost identical means and

The raters• evaluations were supported by the
nonsig~ificant

1 ·resulting from the t-test com-

paring the means of the subjects' IEQ scores in response to each interviewer across treatments.
Pooling the .ratings for the two interviewers and the six behaviors
across judges, comparisons were made between the two be ha vi or sets·. The
highly significant Fisher Exact Probapility calculated for ·the nonverbal
items indicated that the difference in ratings between tne two sets was

54

not

d~e

to chance (see Chapter III, Table II). These results provided
.

.

further evidence

tha.~

two different stimulus con di ti ans were being pre- ·

sented by the interviewers.
These findings added to the evidence collected by Waldron (1973)
.

.

and others that individuals can be trained to control and present certain
kinds of nonverbal behavior_ which are already in their behavioral repe.

toire.

.

It also provided support for the notion that certain kinds of

nonverbal behavior can be incorporated into training programs for interviewers, clinicians, and anyone else interested in using the full potential of communication skills.

I

I

II

ESTABLISH.ING THE VERBAL CONDITION

The raters also evaluated the interviewers along 'three verbal dimensions and two global ones

detenni~ing ov~rall

signiftcant Coefficients of

Concordanc~

behavioral impact. With

of over .95, a high reliability

was established between the raters for both global dimensions and for
general verbal impact (see Chapter Ill, Table I). With nonsignificant
Coefficients oJ Concordance, rater reliability was n.ot established for
the assessment of verbal structure and activity.

Furthennore, the sig-

nificant Fisher Exact Probability for the verbal items indicated that
the difference between the two treatments .was not due to chance. These
results suggested that the interviewers did not maintain a cQnsistent
verbal style across treatments (see Chapter III, Table II).
The two global dimensions and the general verbal impact dimension
were described on the raters' questionnaire in ver"j general tenns, such
as warmth, involvement,

supper~,

and encouragement {see Appendix A).
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The very sma 11 Fi sher Exact Probabi 1ity

~a lcul ated

for the nonverba 1 ·; tems

on the questi_onnai re suggested that the .two sets of nonverba 1 be.ha.via rs
had very different impacts on the raters.

It was probable, therefore,

that the nonverbal dimensions had a powerful impact on the raters'.general impress ions of the intervi.ewers and strongly i nfl u·enced their assessments of the more .general global and verbal dimensions. ·This notion was
l·

supported by the Fisher Exact Probability Contingency Tables which indicated that for all three categories of items--global, nonverbal, and
verbal, the rapport discouraging treatment scores were significantly
higher than the rapport encouraging treatment scores.

The influence of

the interviewers,. nonverbal style on the global and general verbal dimensions may have accounted for the high rater reliability and significant
differences between treatments for those items.
The remaining two verbal dimensions, structure and activity, were
more specifically defined than the general verbal impact dimension (see
Appendix A).

Therefore, the raters' assessments of them were probably

less influenced by the impact of nonverbal style.
were assessed more independently, the high rater

If these dimensions
reli~bility

for .the non-

verbal items would not have carried over into them.
The interviewers' verbal behavior was dependent on the verbal behavior of the interviewees.

For example, a talkative subject who stayed

with herself and did not often get

"hung-up'~.·on

a topic, as defined in

Chapter II (Sec. V, p. 22), would not require more than an occasional
follow-up question and unstructured encouragement. On the other hand,
.a less talkative subject.who strayed from

hers~lf

and frequently became

stuck with a topic might require more encouragement and

ope~~ended,
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follow-up, and refocusing questions from the·

~nterviewer.

Unlike the

nonverbal behaviors which remained the same throughout each interview,.
the interviewer's verbal activi.ty and structure would have varied with
the interviewee's responses to her. Therefore, the raters may have had
more difficulty keeping

.~rack

. of the overall activity and structure pro-

vided each subject by the interviewer during

eac~ interview~

This dif-

ficulty may have accounted for the low rater reliability for these
verba 1 i terns.
The general verbal items were surnned with the structure and activity items for the calculation which detennined a significant difference
for the verbal item category between the two treatments.

If the.assess-

ment of the general verbal dimension was influenced by the interviewers'
non·verba l style, then the genera1 verbal di mens ion may have accounted
for some of the difference found between the verbal item totals for each
treatment.

Some

~f

the difference may also have been due to the impact

of the interviewers' nonverbal style on the
which, in tum, influenced

the._interv~ewers'

interviewe~s·

verbal behavior

verbal style.

For ex.ample,

the interviewers were assessed as presenting less structure

a~d

activity

in the rapport discouraging treatment than in the rapport encouraging

treatment.

If the subject responded to the interviewers' rapport dis-

couraging behavior with more personal verbal activity, the interviewers
would have been less structured and active.

Tne interviewers also may.

not have had the opportunity to establish the

consiste~cy

of their.verbal

style over the short five minute interviews with only eight diffe·rent
subjects.
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·The di ffererices in verb a1 behavior found between the two nonverba1
treatments were also qualified by other findings.

The closeness of the

modal scores {3 and 5) around the median (4) for the verbal items in the
rapport encouraging and rapport discouraging treatments, respectively,
suggested that the interviewers' verbal style was moderately active and
semi-structu~d

in both treatments (see Appendix A).

Second, a McNemar's

t-test for correlated means calculated for the three verbal items and
determined at the .OS.significance level showed no· significant difference
between the two treatments.

This lack of significance further supported

the notion that the interviewers did present a

~imilar

verbal style

across nonverbal treatment conditions.
The Pearson. Product Moment Correlation between interviewers over
all eleven items evaluated

b~

the raters in each treatment was highly

significant, providing evidence that the interviewers were presenting
comparable verbal styles.
III

IMPACT OF INTERVIEWER NONVERBAL BEHAVIOR

The findings with regard to th.e impact of interv·iewer nonverbal
behavior on the interviewee responses to the IEQ were mixed.
. The hypotheses of the present study predicted that the tota 1 scores
for items within each of the four relational phases and each of the five
issue categories would be significantly lower in response to the Rapport
Encouraging {RE) nonverbal behaviors than the Rapport Discouraging (RD)
nonverbal behaviors. The results of the follow-up_ comparisons on the
treatment-phase and treatment-category interactions confinned these pre-·
,.

dictions for the four phases and ;--;.rfoa{ categories. The RE scores were not
,!r~:"

:.)
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significantly lower than the RD scores within the

.~utonomy

category, but

the difference was very c_lose to significance as discussed in Chapter III

(sec. v,

p.

45)~

Items in the Self-Self phase, across categories, produced the
largest difference between the twq treatments, followed by the

Othe~-Sel

f

phase, Self-Other, and Other-Other, respectively (see Chapter III, Table
IV).

Items in the Confusion category, across phases, discriminated the

best between treatments, followed by the. Discouragement category, Contention, Concern, and Autonomy (see Chapter

~II,

Table IX).

The analysis of variance, however,. indicated that the two nonverbal
treatments did not produce a significant

differen~e

iri the dependent data

across phase and category. The difference obtained was further reduced
by the analysis of covariance which incorporated the Marlowe-Crowne .Social
Desirability Inventory scores into the original analysis of variance.
The increase in the error term within treatments and reduction of the
mean-square between treatments suggested that
tween treatments could have been

at~ributed

~ome

of the variance be-

to differences in subject ·

defensiveness. As discussed in Chapter II (Sec. II, p. 18-19}, defen-11

siveness11 refers to the need to behave in a culturally sanctioned manner
or "look good" according to social standards for behavior.. Therefore,.
defensive subjects

wou~d

probably have been less willing ,to endorse items

in a negative direction, resulting in lower
less defensive subjects.

s~ores

on the IEQ than for

A nore defensive group of subjects in the RE

treatment, then, would have increased the score differences between tre.atments.

A higher mean for the-, subjects' Marlowe-Crowne scores <lid indicate

that the RE treatment was presented to a more defensive group of subjects
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than the RD treatment.
The nonsignifjcant main effect for nonverbal treattYEnt may have
been due, in part, to the treatment-phase and
actions.

tr~atment-category

inter-

Although the RE treatment scores were significantly lower

than the RD scores within each phase and category, the relationships
between categories and between phases within each treatment differed
between treatments.

Therefore, when the IEQ items were surrimed across

phase and category for

ea~h

treatment, the difference between treatments

may have been reduced to nonsignificance overall.

Examples of these

differing relationships within each treatment are given below.
As seen in Table IX (Chapter III, p. 46), the. Discouragement (DIS},
Confusion (CNF), and Contention (CNT) categories were lower in relation
to Autonomy (AUT) within the RE treatment than they were within the RD ·
treatment. They differed more between treatments than did the Autonomy
category.
~ithin

Therefore, while they differed significantJy from

Auto~omy

the RE treatment, they did not differ significantly from it within

the RD treatment.
\~ithin

th.e RE treatment, Confusion was significantly lower than Con-

cern. Within the RD

treat~ent,

it was significantly higher than Contention.

However, the Confusion scores differed more between treatments than did
the Concern and Contention scores. This resulted in lack of significant
differences between Confusion and Contention within the RE treatment, and
between Confusion and Concern within the RD treatment.
· Finally, the Other-Other phase (00) di..ffered less between treatments
than did the Self-Other (SO) and Other-Self (OS} phases (see Table IV,
p. 41).

Therefore, while it was larger than the latter two phases within
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the RE treatment, the Other-Other phase was smaller than they were within
the RD treatment.

Although these differences_were not significant, they

may have contributed to the lack of overall significant difference
between treatments across phase and category.

IV WITHIN INSTRUMENT VARIATION
The qualifications of the main effects for phase and category discussed in Chapter III (Sec. V} were accounted for in the following ways.
An examination of each catego~y column in Table VII (p. 44) revealed
that the Self-Self {SS) phase totals were much higher than the other
three phase

t~tals

in four categories excluding Autonomy (AUT).

Comp~ring

the Concern {CNC) column with the Discouragement {DIS), Confusion {CNF),
and Contention

(C~ff)

columns, the drop in phase totals from Self-Self to

the other three phases was smaller within the Concern category than in,
the other three.

Therefo~,

the relationship between

Conc~rn

and the

other three categories changed from relative equality in the Self-Self
phase to exceeding t_hem in the other three. phases.
Across the Self-Self {SS) row in Table VII, Autonomy (AUT) was lower
than all four other categories. Because the drop in phase total from
Se1f-Se1 f to the other three phases was sma 11 er within the Autonomy category than in the other four categories, its relationsh_ip to them changed.
Autonomy's relationship to Concem {CNC) changed from being 1ower in the
Self-Self phase to relative equality in the other phases.

With the other

three categories, it changed from being lower in the Self-Self· phase to
being higher in the Self-Other (SO) and Other-Self. (OS) phases and equ.al
in the
i

I
1·

_I

Other-Oth~r

(00) phase.
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The

lac~

of change between phases within the Autonomy category

accounted for the 1ack of s i gni fi cant differences between. Self-Se 1f ·and
the other phases. Within the Concem· category, the higher

t~ta1

in the

Other-Self phase accounted for the lack of significant difference between
that phase and Self-Self.
Since the Autonorey .and Concern categories did not differ si gni ficantly from each other in three out of four phases, the pooled totals
across phases revealed no· significant' di.fference between the two categories within each treatment.
and

Conc~m

However, the di ffereric~.s between Autonomy

were close to si gni fi cance in the Other-Se 1f and Other-'Other

phases. Therefore, when surmned across phases and treatments, the Concern
total was high enough to significantly exceed the Autonomy total overall.
The higher Confusion total in the Self-Other phase accounted for a.
couple of changes in relationship between phases and categories.

Although

the Confusion totals were lower than the Autonomy and Concern totals in
the Other-Self and Other-Other phases, the higher total for Confusion in·
the Self-Other phase was not significantly lower

th~n

Autonomy or Concern.

Relative to a lower Discouragement total, the difference between Confusion
and Discouragement in the Self-Other phase increased to_ a significance not.
reached in the other phases.
Although the other categories were generally higher than Contention,
the higher Contention total in the Self-Self phase accounted for the lack
of significant differences between that category and Autonomy, Conceni,
and Confusfon in that phase. The particularly high Discouragement total
in the Self-Self phase accounted for the significant difference between
Discouragement and Contention not foun·d in the other phases..- The lower

I
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Autonomy total accounted for the lack of significant difference between
Contention and Autonomy in the Other-Other phase.

Although the differ-

ences between Contention and C6nfusion were not significant within each
phase, the difference between the·two categories was close.to significance within the Self-Self and Self-Other phases.· Therefore, when

sumrne~

across phases, the Confusion total was high enough to significantly
exceed the Contention total overall.

V INTERPRETATIONS
The Relationship Variables:· Overview
The results of the present study seemed to indicate that the
experimental co·ntext, interview fonnat, and interviewer verbal style
were in no way unobtrusive as erroneously assumed in the qesign of the
experimental conditions.

Rather than provide a backqrop for

~he non~er

bal treatments, they appeared to interact significantly with the nonverbal behaviors presented. This interaction produced the complexity of
variation seen in the data·analysis.

It could have been predicted if

the nonverbal treatment conditions had been viewed in tenns of the total
context in which they appeared and to which the s·ubjects would be
responding on the IEQ.
The experimental context was a brief, one-·time interview by.an
interviewer with whom the subject had not interacted before nor would
again. The recruiting speech set up the study as an investigation of
women's feelings in conjunction with the Speech De.partment, .Counseling
Center, and Women's Psycho.logy Clinic. The subjects ·responding to the
speech were likely to be interested in women themselves·and probably

i
I

_I
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expected to come into contact with an interviewer who would .be actively
involved with them. The subjects· entered the interview with the idea ·
that the· purpose of the study was collection of information about them.
and

that.t~e

focus of the

intervi~w

was on content. This expectation

was verified by -80% of the subjects on the post-experimental survey.
The interview format was primarily a one-way interaction; the
entire focus of the interview was on the interviewee.

It was ·redirected

there by the interviewer when the interviewee strayed from her
feelings and experiences.

The interviewer introduced

person~l

ope~-ended.ques

tions about the interviewee's past feelings and experiences.

She also

allowed the interviewee to take them wherever she wanted to unti 1 she
fell silent,

b~came

repetitive or highly emotional, or went off on a

less personal tangent.
The interviewer's verbal style was one of minimal involvement. She
did provide some

stru~ture

for the interviewee thraugh open-ended topic·

questions, follow-up questions on material introduced

by

the interviewee,

and refocusing questions when the interviewee strayed from herself.

She

a1so provided 1mpersona l feedback in the form of unstructured encouragement, and follow-up and refocusing questions.·
However, the interv·iewer
.
.
provided neither persona 1 feedback about the i ntervfowee·• s imp act on her
nor personal responses to infonnation shared

by

the interviewee.

She was,

for the most part, verbally detached, placing the burden and focus of the
interaction on the interviewee.
The interviewer also kept the interview focussed on the past, or · · ·
present experiences outside of the current interview.

The interviewee's

......

\
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experiences in response to the· interviewer or the interview were not
pursued .by the interviev1er. The interviewee was.. probably v~ry aware
of _bei.ng the subject of an experimenta1 inquiry rather than being
involved in a person.:.to-_person· interaction with the intervi ewe.r.
It was suggested that the interviewees entered the

int~rview

.

expecting to be the focus. of the i.nteraction, but ·also expecting the
interviewer to· interact more personally with them.than she did. The
constant ".spotl i ght without persona 1 feedback ·or a "break from the
11

11

interviewer may have e1i cited self-consciousness .and/ or cognitive con.fusion and anxiety in the interviewee.

Heller, Davis, and Myers (1966)

found that lower levels of interviewer activity elicit strain in the
interviewee. Waldron (1973) found evidence of interviewee internal discomfort in both of his nonverbal conditions.

Qn the basis of previous

research, he suggested that this might have been an immediate reaction
to interviewer verbal content calling for self-reflection by the interviewee.

He also found interviewee behaviors in the rapport encouraging

condition which he attributed to self-consciousness over the direct focus
on the interviewee by the interviewer. The behaviors he found in the
rapport di scouragi.ng condition ·were attri but~d to cognitive confusion or
pressure. Although the verbal content of each of the interviews of the
present study was not available for analysis, it was also possible that
in re.fleeting on past experiences, interviewees became aware of unple.as.

.

'

ant feelings or self-doubts as well as positive ones.
In light of the above, it was likely that the
0,

.

interv.i~wee

would be·

very aware of detachment and lack of support from.the interviewer •. The
interviewee might have also had some dissonant feelings over the

\
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disconfirniation of her expectations regarding the
~ave ·felt confuse.ct by the intervie~:Jer

in.tervie~·1er.

She may

and a little disappointed in her.

because of their limited contact and the interviewer's apparent urn1illingness to engage her personally in the "here and nm-1 11 •

Comments and

complaints about the limited and surface nature of the interviewee's
interaction with the intervi~wer \:/ere made by approximately 25% of the
subjects ove.r:-all and 15% o~ the subjects expressed a desire for more
! .

interviewer involvement.

At least 19% of the su!)jects· in each treatment

reported feelings of confusion or diffi.culty in expressing themselves.
Th~

interviewee was required to focus on herse 1 f.

She

~ay

have

felt or assumed responsibjlity for the in~eraction and; particularly,
for herself.

She probably went into the questionnaire feeling that

responsibility and relative i·solatfon from the interviewer.

The inter-

viewer probably appeared more as a part of the experimenta 1 paradigm
than a person with whom the interviewee had sharecl some kind .of personal
relationship.
ficulty in

Approximately 50% of the subjects overall expressed -Oif-

an~wering

the IEQ items because of little interactiOn with

or lack of information about the interviewer.
An erroneous assumption of ti1e presant study was that a personal
relationship between

intervie~·1er

and interviewee could be created instantly

in isolation from the experimental context· and the intervie1t1ee 1 s expectations within that context.

It was also simplistically assu!'Tled that the

interviewee would respond exclusively to that

rel~tionship.

apparent that this was not and could not have been dona.

It is now

The subjects

responded to the interviewer within the context in which she was·presented
as discussed above.

i
ij.
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Another erroneous assumption of the present study was that the subjects wciuld resporid

prima~ily,

if not exclusively, to the noriverbal beha-

vior presented by the i.nterviewer.

As conje~tured above, the intervie\1er 1 s

verbal behavior within the interview format was not innocuous and appeared
to have made a very definite impression on the interviewee •. This seemed
to be particularly true in 11ght of her probable expectations concerning
the

interviewer~

The powerful impact of verbal behavior on the experience

of the interviewee has long been recognized

by

interviewer trainers who

have focussed on verbal behaviors (Rogers· 1951, 1975; Ivey 1971; Banaka
1971) •. Additiona~ly, laing, P~illipson, and Lee's (1966) w~rk with con-

firmation and disconfinnation of expectations in a relati.onship has shown
them to be a significant factor in a person's. experience of that relationship.
The interviewer nonverbal behaviors did_ not have an independent

impact of their own.

Rather, as could have been predicted on the basis of

previous research, they appear to have qualified the, impact of·experimental· context and interviewer verbal style on the interviewee's experience
of herself and the interviewer (Ruesch and Kees 1956; Ekman and Friesen
1964; Watzlawick, Beavin, and Jackson 1966; Ruesch and Bateson 1968;

Knapp 1972).
If the interviewer's rapport encouraging behaviors did convey
est, involvement, acceptance, and warmth as predicted,

th~y

inter~

·

might have ·

"softened the blow" of the interviewer's verbal noninvolvement. They would
have p·rovided the interviewee with some support and confinnation pf her
expectations about the interviewer. _They also. may have appeared incongruent with the interviewer's verbal detachment.

The possible

incongrue~cy
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may have elicited some confusion in the interviewee.

It might also have

·been more difficult for her to dismiss the interviewer as simply part of
the experimental paradigm.

In addition, the interviewer's rapport encour-

aging behaytor might ha.ve increased the intensity of focus on the interviewee and contributed to her self-consciousness·.
l·

If the rapport discouraging behaviors conveyed apathy, detachment,
nonacceptance, and coolness as predicted, they might have enhanced the
"blow" of the interviewer's verbal detachment.

They would have further

isolated the interviewee from the interviewer and disconfirmed her expectations.

The nonverbal congruence with the interviewer's verbal detach- · ·

ment may have presented a consistent picture of the interviewer which
could have been accounted for by her role in the experimental situatfon.
The interviewer's nonverbal detachment might also have given the interviewee

~

9reak in the focus on her.

Thererore, the tendency of rapport

discouraging behaviors to increase the interviewee's confusion and anxiety may have been somewhat reduced in this context.
Phases
The interviewee's focus on herself and probable feelings of isolation from the interviewer may have resulte.d in her taking the primary
responsibility for negative feelings aroused in her

by

the whole experi-

mental situation. Trying to come up with ·meaningful material in response
to the

interview~r's

requests for self-reflection may also have elicited

stress in the interviewee as.discussed in the preceding sub-section.
These tendencies might have accounted for

~he

generally higher totals in

the Self-Self phase across treatments and categories. Waldron (1973) also·
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suggested that ary interviewee rnay reduce cognitive dissonance by. producing·
behaviors which 11 fit 11 the situationally expected re.inforcers.
wer~

interviewees in the present study
their expectations of the
selves more·

negativ~ly

interviewer~

If the

dealing with a disconfinnation of
they might have evaluated them-

to fit their perceptions of the interviewer's re-

sponse--or lack of it--to them.
The interviewee's focus on herself and lack of person-to-person.contact with the interviewer may .also have given the interviewee difficulty
in discriminating on items involving the interviewer on the IEQ.

This

difficulty might have ·accounted· for the lack of .significant differences
.

.

between the overall totals for the Self-Other, Other-Self, and Other-Other
/'

phases.

It

al~o

might have reflected a

tend~ncy

of the

intervie~ee

to·

attribute the interviewer's behavior to her perceived role as data-collector
in a study,

rathe~

than to an interviewer personality characteristic or

personal response to the interviewee herself.
The Self-·self phase discriminated best between the two treatments,
probably because the interviewees were able to make finer

discriminatio~s

in their experien.ce of and feelings toward themselves in the interview.
The Other-Otner phase differed least between

tr~atments,

perhaps reflecting

the interviewees' difficulty and lack of willingness to.make discriminations and eva1uations regarding the interviewer. : ·
The significant difference between treatments in each of the four·
phases suggested that the impact· of the experimental context and interviewer
verb.al behavior.on :the interviewees' .experiences of themselves and the
interviewer was more negative in conjunction wi_th rapport .di s~ouragi ng
behaviors than with rapport encouraging behaviors as

predic~ed.
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Categories
Compared vii th the ot11er categories, the genera 11 y hi g]le·r Concern
totals acros$ treatments may have bee·n reflecting interviev-1ee response to ·
experimenta1 context and intervi ev1er verb a1 style, i ndi ca ting a gener·a 1
feeling of lack of support and i-nvolvement. The slightly elevated Concern
total in the Other-Self phase .would.have been expected if the

in~ervie\'lee

was particularly a\·tare of the interviewer's lack of personal involvement
with her.
supp~rt.

Involvement appeared to be more central to the interviewee than
The post-experimental survey showed the honver!}al behaviors to

have more of an impact on perceived involvement than_ perceived support
from the interviewar.
The

.~utonomy

scores were also generally higher than the Discourage-

ment, Confusion, and Contention stores.

like Concern, the Autonomy cate-

gory might have been particularly responsive to experimental context and
interviewer verbal behavior.

The interviewee might have been reticent to

fully endorse feelings of respect, .understanding, trust, and confidence
in light of. the 1 ack of personal response and. feedback from the interviev1er.
The interviewer's possible. d.iscomfirmation of interviewee expectations
regarding her involvement might also have contributed to th.is possible
reticence.
The slightly lower Autonomy total in the Other-Other phase might
have reflected a response to the interviewer's status as interviewer-experimenter and/or her detachment, "poise", and control. The slightly higher
total in the

~elf-Self

phase might have reflected the interviewee's re-

sponse to her own status as· interviewee-subject and/or some negative
feelings aroused

by

the experimental situation as discussed earlier in this
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section.

However, if the interviewee perceived her interaction.with the

interviewer. in terms of the entire experimental context rather than

~

personal relationship; her experience of integrity w.ould have been less
likely to be intertwined with the intervi.ewer's. response to her and vice
versa.

Therefore, it would have been less vulneraqle to experimental

manipulation.

The findings for the Autonomy category between.phases and

treatments supported these notions (see Chapter III, Tables VII and IX).
The tendency of the Discouragment, Confusion, and Contention· items
to be scored together could have been accounted for in a couple of .ways.
The item contents may have been similar enough between categories for the
interviewees to be unable or unwilling to discriminate between them after
their limited and contrived interaction with the interviewer.

For the

same reason, the interviewees may have been less willing to endorse the
strongly negative items than to deny the positive ones.

-

.

All of the items

in these three categories were stated in the 11 negative 11 direction, while
most of the Autonomy and Concern i terns were stated in the 11 positi ve 11 direction.
{Sec.

11

VIII~

Negative 11 and "positive" item content was ·defined in Chapter I
p. 14-15).

It has been suggested that the interviewer 1 s verbal style in the present study probably elicited feelings of ambivalence, responsibility, disappointment, and confusion in the interviewee.
tend,

however~

The interviewee did not

to endorse feelings of being disappointed in or con!used

the interviewer. The low Self-Other total in the

Discouragemen~

by

category

and the non-elevated Other-Self tot_a.1 in the Confusion catem>ry suggested
that the interviewee may have ·been deferring to the interviewer.

She may

h·ave been rationalizing the interviewer's behavior by attributing it to her _
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role.

It appears that instead of

dir~cting

those feelings· toward the

interviewer, the interviewee might have directed them toward herself as
suggested by the

hi~her

totals in the

Self~Self phas~.

·

Blumberg's concept of "cognitive assymetry" also suggests that an
interviewee will attempt to reduce any discrepancy between the interviewer's
. response to her and her response to the interviewer by making her response
match the interviewer's {Mikawa 1963; Blumberg 1967}. The high Confusion:
total in the Self-Other phase may have reflected the interviewee's attempt
to account for the interviewer's confusing response to her by feeling that
she was confusing the

interviewer~

The interviewee's attitude in response

to isolated non-interaction and feelings of responsibility might have been
reflected in a statement lik.e,

11

1 'm feeling confused (or disappointed or

She (the interviewer] is just trying to do her job.

inadequate).

either.I'm doir:ig
Alth.ough

someth~ng

~hey

So

to her or I·'rn.doing it to myself.".

did follow the general pattern of the

Discouragemen~

and Confusion totals between phases,_the generally lower Contention totals
suggested that feelings of flight or fi°ght were not qui.te as strong as"
feelings represented by the at.her categories.

The experimental context

and nature of the interviewee-interviewer interaction in the present. study
.

~

probably did not arouse the intense or urgent emotional state which would
produce .these feelings

strongly~

The Confusion category discriminated best between the two nonverbal
treatme~ts,

fo 11 owed

respectively.

by

Discouragement, Con ten ti on, Concem., and Autonomy,

The first three groups of .feelings appeared to be the most

responsive to the. i.nterviewe!''s nonverbal qualificatjon of verbal style in
the present study. The last two groups of feelings appeared to be responsive
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to verbal behavior and experimental context, and sensitive. but less responsive to"·nonverbal style •. The

rel~tion

of the first three categories to

the last two within each treatme·nt supported the follm·dng notion.

The

.nonverbal ·behaviors appeared to confinn the verbal impact in the rapport
discouraging treatment and qualify or diminish it in the rapport encouraging treatment (see Chapter III, Table IX).

It seemed to make sense that

the stronger negative statements were more sensitive to the combination
of nonverbal, verbal, and contextual impacts in the present study.
11

milder 11 positive

f~eling

The

statements appeared to be more indicative of

contextual and verbal impacts.
Treatments
The interaction of the nonverbal behaviors with· the experimental context, interviewee expectations, and interviewer

y~rbal

style in the present .

may have reduced their predicted impact as presented_in Chapter
I
study
.
.
'

~

{Sec. V, p. 7-9).

~

For reasons given early in this section, the impact of

the rapport encouraging behaviors may have ·been ·_more

positi.v~

if they had

not been incongruent with the interviewer's verba 1 behavior and increased
the ir:itensity of focus. on the interviewee.

For .the same reasons, the im-

pact of· the rapport discouraging behaviors may have been more negative if
they· had not been congruent with the interviewer's verbal behavior and
given the interviewee relief from the verbal focus on her.
This notion may have accounted for the mixed results

o~

the post-ex-

perimental survey py_-esented in Chapter II-(see Table XII, p. 50).

The

predicted difference between nonverbal treatments was supported by more
claims of anxiety,

insecurity~

bad feelings about self, confusion, tension,
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bewildennent, and difficul.ty in expressing self in the rapport discouraging
treatment.

More claims were made of pleasantness, openness, and relaxati6n
However, this difference was quali-

in the rapport encouraging treatment.
fied

by

the following results.

The nndes for the Likert scale items measuring the feelings described
above were the same for each treatment.

Also, in response to the open-ended

questions, these feelings were claimed:bY only half of the subjects in each
treatment. This finding suggested that the interviewees' reactions to
interviewer focus and congruence could have reduced differences in the
interviewees' feelings between treatments.
Although not statistically significant, the relationship between the
Other-Other totals and the Self-Other and Other-Self totals within categories -and

treat~nts

was interesting.

An examination of Table XIII re-

vealed the following differences between the Other-Other totals and the.
Self-Other/Other-Se~f

totals.

In the

rapport-encouragi~g

treatment, the

Di scouragement/Confus ion/Contention sum total for the Other·Other phase
was higher than the totals for the other two phases.

In the rapport dis-

couraging treatment, the Autonomy/Conce.m sum total for the Other-Other
phase was lower than the totals for the other two phases.

This finding .

suggested the possibility that in the rapport encouraging treatment, the
interviewees may have been responding to incongruency in the interviewer
by endorsing feelings of dis·cauragement, confusion, and contention. in her
more strongly.

In endorsing the Autonorey and Concern items for the inter-

viewer· ~re strongly in the rapport discouraging treatment, the ·;ntervi ewee may have been responding to her
ciency and containment.

congruen~y

and percei. ved se 1f.:.s uffi -

>

1.
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TABLE XIII
SUMMARY TABLE FOR THE IEQ RESULIS IN THE
SELF-OTHER, OTHER-SELF, AND
OTHE.R-OTHER PHASES OF THE
TREATMENT-PHASE-CATEGORY
. INTERACTION

so
PHASES
CATEGORIES · AUT+CNC
T
R RE

M
T

s.

RD

OS
DIS+
CNF+CNT

AUT+CNC

00 .
D~S+

CNF+CNT

AUT+CNC

DIS+
CNF+CNT

53.193 63.492

52.900 61.643

50.764 67.384

55.172 75.993

57.480 75.384

53.547

74.525

The-. i ntervi e\~ee may have found it easier to dismiss the interviewer
as

par~

of the e.xperimental paradigm in the rapport discour.aging

tre~tme·nt

than in the rapport·encouraging treatment where .the intervie\1er·was nonverbally involved with her.

She may have seen the interviewer as more of

a person in the rapport encouraging treatment, partially confirming her
expectations of the interviewer for this study.

This notion may have

accounted for some of the results of the post-experimental survey.
results of the survey did show that in the

rapp~rt

encouraging

The

tr~atment,

more subjects complained about their limited interaction with ·the interviewer and ·expressed difficulty in answering questions about the interviewer on the IEQ.

However,

fe~er

.subjects claimed that their responses.

on the IEQ were unrepreserytative of their .feelings toward the interviewer.
In addition,.most· of the subjects claimed ·that they would.want the interviewer as a friend or counselor while most.of tne subjects i-n the rapport
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discouraging_ tl'.:eatment did not. · Subjects in the rapport encouraging
treatment· also claimed to feel better about the· interviewer than those
!.

in the

rapper~

discouraging treatment.

If the interviewer in the rapport discouraging treatment totally
disconfinned the

int~rviewee's

expectations about her and seemed to be

more of a "non-person", the. interviewee probably would have reacted in
the following ways. She would have felt less good about the interviewer
and had less desire to be involved with her. ·She might also have tried.
less hard to be. discrimi.nating on the IEQ and found it to be less appropriate to·the impersonality of the experimental situation.

The results

discussed above suggested·that this may have been the ca$e.
VI

LIMITATIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The present study sought to detennine whether or not a participant
/-

in a relationship(sould directly discriminate subtle disposition and
relati'onship statements conveyed by a set of nonverbal behaviors.

It also

sought to evaluate the effectiveness of the IEQ in assessing the experience of the
~EQ,

participa~t.

If subjects made these discriminations on the

it was assumed that they would score the .IEQ items dffferently in

response to different sets of nonverbal behavior.

Thus, it was hypothe-

sized that the IEQ scores ·would be significantly different between two
nonverbal treatments. The direction in which they would

d~f~er

was P.re-

dicted on the basis of evidence collected through previous research.
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Recei-ver Assessment· of ·Nonverbal Statements
The hypotheses of the present study were confirmed for all four.
phases

a~d

four out of five categories on the IEQ. , The difference between

treatments .in the fifth category- was close to significance.

These resl:JltS

supported previously cited research claiming a confusing, disengaging,
critic~l

impact for rapport discouraging behaviors .as opposed to a supper-.

tive, involving, accepting impact fo_r ·rapport encouraging behaviors. _They
also suggested that the receivers. were able to make discriminations in
their reaction to and assessment of the sender's nonverbal statements to
them.
As discussed in the preceding section of this chapter, the impact of
interviewer nonverbal behavior on the interviewee was not pure.

The inter-

viewee was at least responding to the interactions between her expectations,
expe·rimental context, interview format, and interviewer verbal and nonv.erbal styles.
viewe~

The

subj~cts'

perceptions of the contrived interviewer-inter-

relationship and its experimental context appeared.to be reflected

in the higher totals in the Self-Self phase.

It was also reflected fo the

general lack of discrimination between the other three phases, between the
two positively stated categories, and between the three
ones.

~egatively

stated

Furthermore,_ the groupings of issues by category and phase did not

respond uniformly t~ th.e experiment;al conditions. This finding sugg~sted
that the subjects were responding differently to

~iffer~nt

aspects of those

condjtions. Taken together, these results suggested that the subjects did
.

.

respond accurately to the true relationship. in which they were
the present study.

They were not manipulated

in~o

involv~d

in

a personal relationship

with the intervfewer as was initially assumed possible with the design of
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the

p~sent

study.

In addition to the experi men ta 1 context, the nonv2r'.Ja 1 be;iavi ors had

meaning for the· i nterviev1ees in re 1ati on to the verb a 1 behavior they accoripanied ahd the interviewees' expectations of_the- interviewer.

This was

suggested by the nonsignificant overall effect for nonver~al treatment,
the s peci fi c resu1 ts for the phases". and categories, and tile results of the
post-experimental survey.

The impact of nonverbal behavior on

th~

subjects·

was-not isolated with the design of the present study as was initially

.,/

ass urned po.ss i b1e.
With regard to the original purpose of the present study, then, the
subjects did not make subtle
discriminations o.n the IEQ on .·an item to item
.
basis.

Hm·1ever, th~ sub~~ct~. di~ appear to make the dis crim.i nat i ans that

were possible and would be expected after their limited and contrived
tionship with the interviev1er.

rela~

They did discriminate disposition and rela-

tionship statements that _seemed appropriate to the situation.

These state-

ments, hoNever, could not be ascribed to the nonverpal behaviors. alone.
The subjects did not discriminate the meanings of nonverbal behavior.in
isolation, but1nonverbal behavior in conjunction with· experimental

conte~t,

verbal behavior, and thei-r--e.xpectations concerning the re 1ati onshi p.
The presenf study added to evidence provided by previously cited
research· that the 11 meanings 11 of nonverbal behavior are more realistically
studied in the context of relationship and in conjunction with other variables contributing to the definition of that relationship.

It attempted

to go one step further by using a participant in the relationship as a
resource to determine \·that nonverbal messages were received and hov1 they
were received.

The results suggested that the present study did not go .

l.
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far enough toward this end.

Assessment and Context
The results did suggest that·the receiver can be a valuable source
of information about how nonverbal behavior functions within a
ship.

relation~

In the present study, there appeared to be at least two possible

reasons why the receivers \'Jere 1i mited in their capaci ~Y

~nd/ or

wi 11 i ng-

ness to make subtle discriminations.
The IEQ appears to have given

th~

subjects response options.which

were inappropriate for an experimentally contrived relatioDship.

An appro-

priate assessment device would have provided response options which were
somewhere between the gross Likert-scale items used to poll subjects in
the studies. cited in Chapter I {Sec. II) and the fine discriminations
called for ·by the IEQ.

One alternative for future studies would be to

give the receiver directive questions which would allow her to
her responses to the sender in her own words.

~rite

down

Examples of such questions

might be "What was the sender tel ling you about yourself?" or "How do you
think the sender felt towards you? And what did she do that led you to
believe this?".

These responses could perhaps be content and factor anal-

yzed across studies to produce some
experimental relationship.

~ort

of questionnaire for use with an

Exploratory research directed toward
this end .
.

would be necessary in order to use the receiver as an effective resource
in experimental studies of human convnunication.
The receivers in the present study also app.eared to have been limited
by the context and nature of their interaction ·with the sender. The inter- ·
.,

vi ewees responses suggested t:hat when subjects know th.ey are the subjects
1

'/
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of study within a relationship in an
experienc~

experiment~

they may attribute their

of that relationship to experimental roles.

To avoid that pos-.

sibility, it seems that the subjects vmuld either have to be blind· to the
experimental ·purpose of .the relationship.

or would have to be studied within

the contex.t of a naturally-occurring re 1ati onshi p.
.

.

For the first alternative, the experimental design would have to lead
the subject to believe that she was not a subj~ct in the ~~lationship ~rider
actual study.

That relationship would be given another context.

For .

example, a subject might be waiting in a room to be called in to participate in the "experiment".

A confederate "unexpectedly" enters, posing as

a student who uses the room to

st~dy

or relax before a class.

He engages

the subject in a brief two-way encounter during which.he displays the
treatment behaviors.

The subject is then called in to participate in a

"dummy" ·experiment such as associating to Thematic Appercepti on Tes.t (TAT)
cards.

The subject comes every day for a week, waiting from five to twenty

minutes before being called.
five days.

The confederate might come three out of the

At the end of.the week, the subject is given a questionnaire

calling for her responses to.the confederate.
Another possibility would be to use ·students in a class

~s

subjects.

Confederates, posing as students visiting to fulfill requirements for a
class project, would be
class.

introdu~ed

into small group discussions during

The confederates, displaying treatment behaviors, would engage stu-

dents in the groups daily for a week.

Subjects would then be asked to make

their assessments of the visiting students.
The interactions

in

these two examples would probably appear more

"natural 11 to the subjects than the interaction used in the· present. study.
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The subjects would have· more opportunity for personal exchange and involve·ment with the senders. They would, therefore, probably be

mar~

willing

and able to.make discriminations regarding the senders' communication.
However, these

int~ractions

would still create limited· and contrived rela-

tionships which run the risk of being attributed· to ·an artificial or spe11

cial situ.ation.
11

Subject expectations would still need to be taken into

account and the IEQ would still be inappropriate for this kind of experimental study.
In a more developed, naturally-occurring
could pro·vide

mor~

r~lationship,

a receiver

specific information regarding the disposition and rela-

tionship statements being received from a. sender.

Exploratory, rather than

experimental, studies could be made in whiGh members of ex.isting on-going
dyads are observed in interaction with each other.

For example, during

each of three interactions for each dyad, the ve.rba 1 and nonverba 1 .behaviors of the

~mbers

of the dyad would be catalogued according to pre-

viously determined criteria.

At the conclusion of the

thre~

to be rated, each member of the dyad could.be given the

IEQ~

interactions
An additional

questionnaire would be desirable to assess their perceptions of the context
of the relationship and the interactions, their expectations of each other,
and the extent to which those expectations were confirmed in the interactions.

Examples of dyads that could be studies include counselor-client,

business associates, close friends, .a courting relationship, or a student
debate team.

Dyads could also

va~y

and. be homogeneous or heterogeneous

with regard to sex, age, and status, for instance.
By collectiDg a body of catalogued

b~havioral
.

data and IEQ responses,
.

some kind of comparative analysis could perhaps be made.

This analysis
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would be directed t0\'1ard discovering recurring .re 1ati onshi ps bet\·1een t1e
variables themselves and between. the. variables and the IEQ responses.
Tentative conclusions might then be dravm as to hov1 t_hese. variablesJunction across and within various kinds of relationships ·and what kind of
statements they tend to communicate.
A11ong others in this kind of study, the risk would be run of the

observation interfering \·Jith the interac.tion.

Even though the relation-

ship exists naturally, the context again becomes artificial w~en the
parti ci p·ants know or suspect they are being observed.

Hm·1ever, the parti -

cipants would be responding to·the IEQ on the basis of their entire past
experience in the rGlationship.

Gestal_t theory suggests that

peopl~

reveal

thei.r patterns of dealing with themselves and others in everything they
do (Perls, Hefferline, and Goodman 1351).

If so, in the naturally-occurring

relationship, even the behavior displayed under those unique conditions
would probably tell us something ·about what the participants are responding
to in each other.
Anothe.r difficulty with this kind of study would _be lack of control
over or knowledge of extraneous variables impacting on the relationships.
Hopafully, the use of many dyads of each kind and more than one interaction

for each dyad ·would result in the cancellation of variance due to these
other variables.

dyad.

The IEQ could also be administered more than once to each

Laing et al (1966) have shown, however, that the 'responses to their

IPM were relatively stable over time and invulnerable to minor situational
events.

Since the IEQ is taken directly from the IPM, it is expected that

this characteristic would apply to· it, also.
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The Relationship Variables
.In day-to-day

tally nonverbally.

inter~ction,

people rarely relate to one anot!1er to-

The results ·of the present study further suggested

that nonverbal behavior cannot and should not ·be isolated in the context
of real interaction between two people.

In the present st.udy, its meanings

were interpreted by the receivers in conjunction with the impact of other
variables •. The complexity. of interaction among variable.s is diffic-ult to
study, but should not be ignored in the search for understanding their
functions in human conlr.1unication.

Mo\'/ they

interac~ed.appeared

to

~every

important to the receivers of the cot11l1unications in the present study.
However, although the receivers made their assessments in response.
to the interaction of variables, those assessments did not include specific
information as to what variables were interacting and
study relied heavily upon supposition in .the

ho~'·

in~erpretation

The present
of the re-

ceivers' responses. This finding would suggest that information provided
directly by a participant in the relationship appears to have limited usefuJness in clarifying to what variables the participant is responding·.
These results may, in part, have been a function of the instrument
used in the present study to. assess the receivers• experiences.

The IEQ

did not ask the receiver to indicate what variables she was responding to
when she made her discriminations.

Such a request could possib1y incorpo-

rate with the IEQ or some other assessment instrument. These questions .
. might take a form like "What happened in this interaction that led you to
make this response?". Another example

\~ould

be 11 What events in the inter-

action or' behaviors· in the other person v1ere you· most avmre of in making
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your choices on this questionnaire?
sel f?11.

How fine

probably depend on

th~se

~he

~lhat ~11ere

you most a.ware of in your:-

discriminations by the subjects would be v1ou]d
population from which they were drawn and remains

to be. discovered in futl:fre research~

The su.bject might be shown to be a

useful resource in clarifying to what va.riable? she is responding.
Even with the subject's input, some kind of accompanying behavior
analysis i"n both experimental and exploratory research would be essential
to the investigator.

This would enable her to make more meaningful inter-

pretations about the aspects of the relationship to which the subject is
responding.
A video tape recorder would be very useful for the purposes of behavior assessment.

It would

~nable

an investigator to catalogue behaviors

more accurately and to see the relationships between the variables more
closely, such as verbal with nonverbal behavior.

The interactions under

study could also be mo.re conveniently observed arid assessed by other raters.
If a video tape recorder cannot be used, the interaction should· be tape
recorded and observed by more than one observer, if possibte.
The following are suggested fonns of behavior assessment, with or
without the use of video tape equipment.

In the exploratory studies men-

tioned earlier, each member of the dy~d would be making an assessment in
response to the other.

In experimental

st~dies,

the subject would be 'in-

volved in a two-way interaction with a confederate, for

exampl~.

The beha-

viors of both participants in the interaction would again be needed.

The

confederate's behaviors would be needed.to determine how the experimental
conditions were presented and how they may have varied ...in response to the
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subject. The subject's behaviors would be needed to determine to:what
behaviors the confederate was responding.

In addition to the subject's

self-repo.rt, they also would give the investigator data as to how the ·
subject was responding to the

c~nditions

presented by the confederate .. · .

Therefore, the verba 1 .and. nonverba 1 behaviors of. both participants
in the interaction would be· catalogued.

In addition to the criterion

behaviors under study, established dependent' behavforal measures such as
those used in Waldron's 1973 study could be employed.

Examples

in~lude

verbal productivity, positive and negative self-statements, speech disturbances, nervous outbursts, .gesture congruity with verbal content,
smiling, and eye contact (Waldron 1973).
Some form of verbal and/or nonverbal interaction analysis would give
the investigator the sequence of events between the participants. This
'.

would· enable him to study more accurately the relationships between the
behaviors of

~~ch

person.

C6ntent analyses could also be made of the

taped interactions to.more accurately describe_ actual verbal content and
explore its relationship to the other variables.
It is further s_uggested that the participants expectations of eaGh
I

other and the interaction, and their perceptions of the context of the
interaction and relationship also be assessed. These two variables appear
to contribute to the participants' "set" which then influences their
assessment of verbal and nonverbal messages received.

In an experimental

study, this would probably be done fo·r the.subject.only since the confederate would not be making an assessment.

Some form of

administered after the interaction would be valuaJle.

short_qu~stionnaire

It could ask the

86

subjects to recall their feelings regarding these v·ariables before the
interaction began.
When the s·tudy is an experimental one, cal'.'eful, control for the major.
variables influencing the interaction would_.be

needed~.

A design which

incorporated these variables would help to sort out the complexity of variable interaction.

A study in which all but two of the variables were

held cdnstant would give information abqut the relationship between those
two variables within the context of the others.
expectations could be held constant..

For example, context and

Verbal. and nonve.rbal style could

then be varied over.two levels to make four conditions.
A set of two video tqpe mon.itors and cameras could also· be used to

investigate the relationship between ve·rbal. and nonverbal behavior.

A

two-way interaction would be set up between a subject and a partner in
which the subject would not perceive himself as the subject of the study.
Subject and partner would
each other on monitors.

b~.

filmed in

differen~

"?Oms and appear live to

The subject would be aware that he was to have

two different partners on two different days.

These partners would be

similar to each other· and would display the same verbal and nonverbal
styles during their interactions with the subject.
the study would receive

sou~d

Half the subjects in

only with the first partner and sound and

visual with the second. ·The other half of the subjects would receive
sound and visual with the first, s9und only with the second.

After each

· interaction, subjects would _answer a questionnaire.designed for use in
experimental studies as discussed earlier in this section. The question.

.

naire responses for the verbal trials and for the verbal plus nonverbal

trials would then be compared to explore the qualifying impact
;

of the
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nonverbal behav·iqr.

This could ;Je done for another set of subjects varying

verbal or nonverb~l style .. This kind of study vrould have the limitations
previously discussed for experimental studies, particularly with regard to
the contrived nature of the interaction.

The kinds of discriminations

requested in the questionnaire would have to be appropriate to that context.
The imp act of subject expectations might be exp 1ored as fo 11 ows.
Verbal and nonverbal styles would be held constant.
up in the subject

rega~ding

The expectations· set

the interaction and the confederate would be

varied so that they were either confirmed or disconfirmed by the confederate's behavior . . Examples -of kin-ds of· expectations include task vs. social
orientation, equal vs. unequal status, parti.cipant vs. obs.erver/critic, and
the like.
Another area of exploration suggested by t.he present study was· the
attribution of a person's behavior to his role in the interaction and the
re 1ationshi p.

What ·behaviors are

certain kinds of social roles?

~xpected

of and actually associated with

An exploratory study might invest.igate the

expectations, behaviors, and assessments of participants in dyads such as
teacher/student, counselor/client, and employer/employee.

An experimental

study might set up expectations in the subject of a certain role for the
confederate.

The confederate would display behaviors which the subject

·would then assess as a "fit" or 11 misfit 11 for that role.

The subject might

also evaluate the confederate's behavior in terms of what he would attribute to role and what he'd attribute to personal ch~racteristics.
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The Interpersonal Experience Questionnaire
From the results of the present study,

~he

IEQ sh·ows potential

a~

a

means for assessing the perceptions of the receiver and the complex interaction among relationship variables.

However, its effectiveness in its

current form appeared to be limited by the context in which it·was used
and

by

its own length and complexity.
The IEQ appeared to be inappropriate for the experimental context of

the present study.

It asked for finer discrimi"nations than the subjects

could or would make after their limited and contrived contact with the
interviewer.

It did,

ho~1ever,

reveal the extent· to which the subjects

could or would make those discriminations in the

pr~sent

situation.

The

results of the present study, therefore, appeared to be inconclusive with
regard to the

use~ulness

of the IEQ ·as a device.for assessing a partici-

pant's .experience of an interaction and relationship.
Laing et al {1966) have proved their IP-M questionnaire. to be effective for. long-tenn marital dyads.

The IEQ was drawn from the IPM. ·Thus,

it is probable that the four relational phases and five issue categories
on the IEQ would have discriminative value in a two-way Qn-going relationship in which the members were more involved with each other.

It would

probably be most effective when used with naturally-occurring, as oppo.sed
to experimentally-contrived, relationships.

The :participants would then

have some backlog of experience with one_ another on which to draw.
How developed the

relati~nship

would

ha~e

to be in

orde~

for the ·par-

ticipants to make the fine discriminations on the IEQ remains to be discovered.

The IEQ might be invesitgated by adminis.tering· it to members of

existing dyads of varying quality, frequency, intensity, and duration of
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contact.

Examples of on-going

sions include a

shor~-tenn

dya~s

differing along all of these dimen-

casual business relationship, a moderate-term

.counseling relationship, and a long-term close friendship.

Homogeneity_

I

or heterdgeneity of age, sex; or. status could also be varied· to investigate
l

what infiuence those factors might have on the ~sefulness of .the content ·
of the IEQ items. The results of such studies could be compared to determine the limits of the IEQ's effectiveness.
The IEQ's complexity appeared to be responsive to the subjects' experience of the combined impact of all the
nonverbal behavior alone.

Howev~r,

relation~hip

variables, rather than

the complexity of the results also .

required quite a.bit of conjecture to sort out these variables and how they
interacted.· The verity of the interpretations made was limited by the lack.
of. additiona'l corroborative data in the present study. The need for simultaneous behavior assessment and inquiry into subject expectations and perceptions of context has been discussed iri the

pre~~ding

sub-sect1on. Also.

discussed was the option of askjng the subjects to what behaviors or events
they were responding when answering items on the questionnaire.
reconmended that the IEQ not

b~

It is

used alone when investigating the relation-

ship between sender behavior and receiver response.

It is ·also

sugg~sted·

that the investigator control or account for the major variables fofluencing
the relationship and interaction he is studying.
In the present study, each of the issue categories on the IEQ appeared
to have a differing sensitivity to the variables affecting the interaction.
The re'l a_tions of categories to vari ab 1es and the re 1ati onshi ps between the
categories found in the present study may have been specific·to these

. !
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~xp~rimental·
con~itions

conditions.

Whe~her

or not they

wou~d

hold up under other

remains to be investigated.

Discussed in the

prec~ding

sub-section were investigative studies

which would compare behavioral analyses of interaction between members of
existing relationships with

~heir

responses on questionnaires.

questionnaires would assess their experience,
of context.

exp~ctations,

These

and perceptions

The variables influencing the members' experience would include

ve.rbal and nonverbal behavior, expectations, and perceptions of context.
If the IEQ were used for such studies, the relationships between categories,
and between categories and variables, could be explored across dyads.

For

example, did Autonorn.Y and Concern items vary more than the other three
categories with differences in verbal style? Did Discouragement, Confusion, and Con ten ti on i terns vary more with ch_anges in nonverbal style, other
variables being comparable? Did the latter three categories still tend to
be scored together? Answering these kinds of questions would help to determine whether or not the categories on the IEQ have consistent sensitivities
to particular variables and/or consistent relationships with each other.
The responses to the issues on the IEQ could also be factor analyzed across
dyads to detennine whether or not some other ·grouping o.f issues would be
more accurate than Laing's categories?
These studies could also be used to impr9ve the IEQ in the following
ways.

In the present study, about 30% of the subjects complained that the

·instrument was repetitious.

They may have been ·reflecting a·reaction, in

part, to their difficulty and reluctance . in making the required
discrimina.
tions within the present experimental context.

However, many of the issues
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on the IEQ were sir.iiiar 1n meaning, such as "is good to"_ vs.

11

is kind to

11
•

It is probable that soMe of the issues could be consolidated or eliminated
for the use of the ins.trument with dyads othe.r than 1ong-term intimate ones
such as·Laing's married €ouples.

The IEQ results qf the

~xploratory

studies

mentioned above could be examined to determine which issues had the least
discri~inative

nated.

value across relationships.

Those 1ssues could be elimi-

Issues which were scored similarly across relationships could per-

haps be consolidated.

Categories wou'd then need to be adjusted accordingly.

The discriminative values of the four phases could also be assessed
across relationships with corresponding adjustments, if any.

It is possible

that tile IEQ could be adjusted in this way for maximally appropriate use
with different .kinds of relationships.

One set of issues and/or phases may

. be useful in 1ong-tenn relationships and not useful in short-term ones, for
example. This process would help to correct the limitations of length and
unnecessary complexity in the IEQ.
After the IEQ has been improved and the special sensitivities of its
categories discovered, if any, variations on its use

ar~

suggested as fol-

lows.· It is possible that only part of the IEQ would be needed to assess
the· impact in which an investigator is interested. ·For example·, he might
be interested in the- relationship between certain behaviors and the subjects•
perceptions of concern and support in a dyad.

He then woul.d need only the

Concern category from the IEQ.
Or, it might be useful. for the investigator to administer part or all
of the·IEQ to both participants in the relationship,

For examp1e, an exper-

imenter might be studying how one member of a dyad projects onto the other.

92

He might use the Other-Self and Other-Other phases for the subject member
and the Self-Other and Self-Self phases for the other member to
comparisons.

his

~ake

Any combination of phases and/or categories could be used.

Using only part of the IEQ would render it less unweildy to administer and
analyze.
VI I

SUMMARY

~

The primary purpose of the present study

. ./
~as

to investigate the use

of the receiver as a resource for assessing the disposition and relationship statements communicated

by

a sender's nonverbal behavior.

As assess-

ment instrument for use by the receiver was suggested and evaluated.
The confirmation of the hypotheses of the present study suggested
'

.

that the receivers were evaluating two different sets of nonverbal behavior
\

differently
pre~~tion

a~d i~

the dt.rectJon predicted by previous research.

of the results

sug~~sted

The inter-

that the receivers were responding. to

the combined impact of experimental context and paradigm, their own expec- ""/

tations of what wou.ld happen in the interview, and the sender's verbal and /
nonverbal styles.
They further su.ggested that context and receiver expectati ans created
a 11 set 11 in the receiver within which she evaluated the. sender's behavior.
The amount of consistency between sender behavior and receiyer set may have
strongly influenced the receiver '·s experience of the interaction.

The sen-

der's nonverbal style· appeared to reinforce. or qualify her verbal style
according to the recei.ver' s frame of reference.
The r~sults also suggested· that the receivers were unab~e or unwilling\
to make fine discriminations in their assessments of

th~

sender's impact.

/
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\'

I

Their 1i mi ted and .contrived contact \·1ith the sender and/or

th~

i nappro-

pri atcness of. the instrument used for the assessment may have accounted
for this finding.
Generalization of these

interpr~tations

conditions of the present study.

was limited to the specific

These conditions included the popula-

tions from which the subjects and interviewers were

dr~wn,

the experimental

paradigm,- the interview format, and the interviewers' verbal and nonverbal
styles.
assess

They also included the characteristics of the instrument used to ·
r~ceiver

experience.

Generalization was further limited

by

the

lack of corroborative data clarifying behavioral .var,iables, receiver expectations, and perceptions of

context~

The effectiveness of the IEQ, the assessment instrument used. in the
present study, appeared to be limited
.for which it was used.

by

the nature of the relationship

Its usefulness also appeared to be limited

by

its

~

~---.
/,,

/

I

comp 1exi ty and 1ength •.
The implications of the present study included the following.

Receiver

assessment of sender cornnunication appears to be a potentially valuable
source of infonnation concerning the meaning and function .of that communication within the relationship.

The receiver would. probably make the most

subtle discriminations in response to a sender-with whom she has an existing
on-going relationship. The

mor~

intense and

long~term

the relationship,

the finer the possible discriminations would be.
The receiver might also be able to provide some useful information in,
"\

an experimentally contrived relationship.
ceive

th~

However, she would have to per-

definition of that relationship as something other than one in

which she is the subject· and the other is part bf the ·experimental

,,.,
_,
{

I

par~digm.

·

~

\A

I\
The present study also impli.ed that the

devi~e

9·1

.used to assess the

receiver's experieDce would have to be appropriate for the kind of rela~fonship

in which the sender and

receiv~r

are involved.

The recejver

assessment instrument should include requests for the receiver.'s expectations and

perc~ptions

of conte.xt.

It might

als~

ask the receiver to in-

elude to what events or behaviors she was responding in making her choices
on the questionnaire.

Behavioral data· for both members of the relationship

should be taken in addition to receiver assessment data.
The present study provided further evidence for the following assertion.

It is not possible to isolate nonverbal communication from the ver-

bal behavior ·it accompanies in the context of

liv~

human interaction.

It

was suggested that .the function and meaning of nonverbal behavior in that
context.are most realistically studied in terms of their total context. ·
This ·would.include the relationships between the nonverbal behaviors under
study and ·the other major variables contributing to the participant's experience .of the interaction.

These other variables would have to be con-

trolled or accounted for in the design of such a study.

It was further

st.rngested that the .. subtlety of nonverbal communication could be studied
in more depth if its function and.meaning in naturally-occurring, on-going
dyads were explored.
The present study implied that the IEQ has potential value as a
receiver assessment device.

It appeared, however, that it .is not appro-

priate for use with experimentally contrived relationships or to assess
the impact of an isolated variable.

It would probably be most effective

when used in existing relationships to evaluate the combined impact of
variables· influencing each member's experience of her relationship

wit~

95
the other.

The results implied that the categories on the IEQ might

particular sensitivites to certain variables.

ha~e

The·se results may :iave

been s pee·; fi c to the present experi men ta 1 conditions, hov1ever,

In

research into the comnuni cati ve function and i'mpact of behavior,

beha-

·vioral data taken during the interactions would be correlated.with IEQ
data.
Further research \'las suggested in the follo\·ling areas.
perimental studies using video tape and/or confederates were

"Bl ind" exsug~ested.

"Blind" refers to studies in which the subject does not experience the
relationship under actual study as the experimenter-subject relationship
being investigated.
were discussed.

The necessary characteristics of that relationsh.ip

Ex~mples

of how the relationship variable$ could be

manipulated were also given.

Relation~hip

variables. included verbal and

nonverbal behavior, expectations, and context, among others.

Suggest~ons·

were made for the development of a receiver assessment devfce appropriate
for use in the experimental context.

Suggestions were also made for taking

behavioral data on the sender and receiv2r.
Exploratory research with various kinds of existing dyads was encouraged.

Examples of how these dyads would di.ffer were given.

of investigation, the relation of

~he

In this kind

relationship variables to each other

and to each member's assessment of their experience of the relationship
would be explored.

~omparative

analyses would be made across dyads to

explore recurring correlations between variables and between variables and
member assessments.
Suggestions were made for taking data on the relationship variables
and their interactidn with each other.

The use of sound.and video tape
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recordings was recommended.

It was also recommended that the receiver

assessment instrument include requests for expectations and perceptions

of context.
recei~er

Requests for listing the behaviors or events. to which the

was reacting when mak1ng his responses were a~so suggested.

It was suggested that the ·IEQ be used in such studies to assess the
limits of its effectiveness with various dyads and to make the necessary
modifications for its improvement.
were discussed.

Suggestions

fo~·these

modifications

It was also recommended that the exi.stence of con·sistent

relationships between categories and their particular sensitivities, if ·
any, be explored through comparative analyses as suggested above·.

Finally,

studies.were suggested in which partial use of the IEQ and/or use of the
IEQ with both memQers of a dyad would be advantageous.
The meanings and functions of specific nonverbal behaviors have
been shown to be dependent upon the context in which they are displayed
and received.

The receiver and his uni_que history with the sender would

seem to be an. essential part of that context (Bateson, Jackson, Haley,
and Weakland 1956; Ruesch 1957; Hall 1959; Bandler, Grinder, and Satir
1976).

Therefore, the receiver appears to have potential beyond that used

in previous studies for shedding 1ight on how meanings of nonverbal behavior are determined in relation to other variables.

The IEQ

sugges~s

a

new fonn of tapping that potential in the investigation of existing relationship~.

Exploration into these areas is strongly encouraged.in orde:r

to better understand how specific· nonverbal behaviors functi.on in relation
to other variables in human relationships.
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S3JION3dd'o'

APPE:JQI X A
RATE~ QU~snq;mAI RE

The following instrur.ient 1:1as used -by the thr~e· judges observing the
interviewers' pilot interviews to a.valuate their overall impact, nonverbal
behavior, and verbal beh~vio~.
positive-negative dimensi9ns.

Overall impact was evaluate along gener~l~y
The nonverbal behavior was evaluated ~long

dimensions defining rapport encouraging and rapport discouraging behaviors.
The verbal behavior was evaluated along dimensioris designed to assess

quantity and. qua 1i ty of interviewer varba 1 activity.
Rater Questionnai.re
Rater:

Interviewer:

Interview No.:·
Pl ease .observe and rate the i ntervi e1:/er ONLY. Remember that you are rating
the interviewers 1 verbal and nonverbal BEH.WIORS, not the .interviewers as
persons. Also, please do not talk with the other raters until the fifty
minute session is over.
You will be observing two interviewers, each in 4 five minute interviews.
You will observe each five minute session, then place your ratings on this
questionnaire, ·i.e., you will rate after each interview. There will be
two twenty-five minute rounds of four i ntervi e\·1s each.

PART I
,
Please circle the number which best represents the overall impact of the
interviewer's verbal and nonverbal behaviors.

1.

1

2

3

4
neutral

5

6

7
very cold
and distant

3

4
neutral

5

6

7
very critical
and "against"
the interviewee

very wanri
and involved

2.

1
2
very supportive
and "with" the
interviewee

i•

1J5

PART II
Please circle the number which best repres~nts t~~ interviewer's nonverbal
behavior.
3 .

3.

1
smiled a11
the time

4.

1.
2
posture very
rel axed

5.

1

leaning far

2

1

6

2

1

body direct

5

6

3

4

5

6 .

3

2

straigi1t up ·

4

"--

5

6

7

5

6

limbs closed

ni ~

3

2

4

<\I~

. \a
2

3

4

7

body wide
(I\ £:::::,. --+

f:::.EE

(le&.

f::l.u.
never.broke
eye contact

7

reclining far
backward

~&~

~

1

posture very
tense

L

\J If\
8.

7 ..

4

R~
7.

7

never smi 1ed

·3

L

limbs open

5

~ g~ !2

fontard

6.

4

5

6

moderate

7

never established
eye contact

(Assume interviewee 16oked at interviewer

for the entire fi·ve minute period)
PART III

Please circle the number which best represents the interviewer's verbal
behavior.
3

9.

1
2
very suppo-rti ve
&encouraging

10.

1
2
3
provided lots
of structure
(e.g. "Did that make you
feel· angry?")

4

5

6

4

semi-structured

5

6

{ e. g • "How di d

that make you

·feel?'~)

7

very nonsupporti.ve
and discouraging ·

neutral

7

provided no
structure
(e.g. "Tell me
more. 11 11 uh-huh'')

p.AOM l?

"L p.A E 4
·L

9Ut

p

aw~+

p? s
9

s

z

a4+

tl-e pa)jre+.

t

·n

,l\PPE:mr x 8
IiffERVIE\~ER

VERBAL BEHAVIORS

Given below are examples of each of the acceptable verbal

be~1aviors

which made up the interviewers' verbal style.
Semi-structured, single, open-ended questions
"What kinds 9f experiences did you .have with your high school
teachers?"
"How did you feel about your parents then?"
"What did you most care about in high school?"
"What big issues have arisen in· college, if any? 11
11

How have you.handled them?"

Follow-up questions
"How did that affect your academic performance?"
"What, in particular, seemed to cause problems?

11

"What do you think made that so important?"
"t~hat

did you 1i ke ·about it?"

"Can you think of any other·experience
that you'd like to share? 11
.
.

Unstructured encouragements

"Uh-huh."
"Go on.u
"Anything else? 11
"I see. II

108

Refocusing questions
"HO\"/

did that make l.Q.!! feel?"

"How did that experience affect you? 11
11

What d.i.d

you think

about

that?"

"Can you relate that_ to yourself?

11

"What made that important to you?

11

APPC.JDIX C
THE INTERPERSOiJAL

EXPERIE~lCE

QUESTIO:-JNAIRE

(IEQ)

The following instrument was given to each subject immediately afterher interview with the intervi~wer to assess her perce~tions of herself,
the interviewer, and the relationship between them.
ITQ.

S:

------

It is not necessary for you to put your name on this questionnaire.
11

11

The following 160 statements refer. to you (as !
me and the interviewer.
you just talked wi.th (as 1 ~She 11 , "her"). Please. read each statement carefully. On the basis of your 25 minute interaction with the interviewer,
indicate how true you think each statement is by placing· an "X over one
of the numbers from. 1 (very true, v.t., or very ·false, v.f., as indicated)
·to 4 (very false, v.f., or very true, v.t., as indicated). Feel free
to indicate just how you feel.
11

11

,

)

11

Now please look over the questionnaire and ask any questions you may have.
1.

very 1
true

2·

3

4 very
false

She understands me.

2.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

I took her seriously.

3.

very 1
false

2

3

4 very
true

I can't stand myself.

4.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She would like to get away from herself.-

5.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She took good care of me.

6.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She depends on herself.

7.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I took responsibility for her.

8.

v. f .. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I couldn't come to tems with her.

9.

v. f . ~ 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She is afraid of Me.

1

ll'J

10.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I 1et her be herse 1f_.

11.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She tried to outdo me.

12. v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She fights \•Ji th herse 1f.

13.

v.f. 1.

2

3

4 v.·t.

I

14.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She finds fault with herself.

15.

v. t.

1

2

3

4 v.f.

I am honest with her.

16.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v. t •.

She couldn't care less about herself.

17.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She made contradictory demands on me.

13.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She doubts herself.

19.

v. t. 1

2

3

-4 v.f.

,zo.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She expects too much of herse 1f.

21.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I blame her.

22.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

She thinks a lot of herself.

23.

v. t. 1

2 .3

4 v. f •

I like her.

24.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

She readily forgives herself.

2.5.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I belittle myself.

26.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I bewi 1der her.

27.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

-She believes in me.

28.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She humiliated me.

29.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I got myself into a false position.

30. . v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

I was kind to her.

31.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

I depended on her.

32.

v. t. 1

2

3

4

33.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She can't stand me.

34.- v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I .was mean with her ...

v.t. l

2

3.

4 v. f.

She took respon.si bi 1i ty for me.

35.

v. f.

~na lyzed

her.

I am good to myself.

She takes herself seriously.

111

36.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I find fault with myself.

37.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She doubts me.

38.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I got on

39.

v. t. 1

2

3·

4 v.f.

I can face up to my own conflicts.

40.

v. f. 1

2'

3

4 v.t.

I blame myself.

41.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I deceived her.

42.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She likes herself.

43.

v. t •. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I like myself.

44.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She created

45 •. v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I belittled her.

46.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She humiliated herself.

47.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

She vias kind to me.

48.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I understand myself.

49.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She depended on me.

50.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She is disappointed in herself.

51.

v.f. 1

2 ·3

4 v.t.

1·can t stand her.

52.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I took good care of myself.

53.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She respects me •.

54.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

Sh~ ~as

55.

v•.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I try to outdo myself.

56.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She ffnds fault with me.

57'.. v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She lets herself be herself.

58.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I make contradictory demands on myself.

59.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I let her down.

60.

v. t. 1

2

3

4

v.f.

he~

nerves.

diffi~ulties

for me.

1

mean with me.

·she j s good to herse 1f.

112

deceived me .•

61. .v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

S~e

62.

v. f .. 1

2

.3

4 v.t .

She has 'a warped view of me.

63.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I created difficulties for her.

64.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I create di ffi cul ti es for my.se 1f.

65.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I am detached from myself.

66.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I got her into a false position.

67.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She couldn't come to terms with me.

68.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She took me seriously.

69.

v.f. 1

2

·3

4 v.t.

I am disappointed in her.

70.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

She takes good care of herself.

71. . v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I would like to get away from myself.

72.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I fought with her.

73.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I fight with myself.

74.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I take responsibility for myself.

75.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v. t.

She couldn't ·care less about me.

76.

v. f. 1. 2

3

4 v.t.

I doubt her ..

77.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She 1i kes me.

78.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She has a warped view of herself.

79.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She bewilders me.

80.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I humiliated myself.

81.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I am afraid of myself.

82.

v.f. 1

2·

3

4 v.t.

I let myseJf down.

83.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She deceives herself.

84.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

I readily

85.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I understand.her.

forgiv~

her.
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4 v.t.

I tried to outdo her.

86.

v. f. 1

2

3·

87.

v. t. 1

2

3. 4 v.f.

88.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f ..

I let myself be myself.

89.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She expected

90.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v . f.

I could face up to her conflicts.

91.

v.. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She blames me.

92.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I have a warped view of her.

93.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

She readily forgives me.

94.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I readily forgive myself.

95.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She is

95.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She bewi 1 de rs herse 1 f.

97.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I doubt myself.

98.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She got on my nerves.

99.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She belittles herself.

100.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She creates difficulties for herself.

101.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I bewilder myself.

102.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I

103.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

I respect myself.

104.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I couldn't care less about myself.

105.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I get on my own nerves.

106.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

She is honest·with herself.

107.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She let me down.

108.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She got me .into a false position.

109.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She is kind to herself.

110.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She fought with.me.

She takes responsibility for herself.

to~

~etached

humili~ted

much of me.

from herself.

her.
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111.

v. f. 1 . 2

3

4 v.t.

I ail a·1yze myse 1f.

112.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She let herself down.

113.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

1· expected too much of her.

11'1.

v. t. 1

2 ·3

4 v.f.

I was good to her.

115.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.-f.

She could face up to my conflicts.

116.

v. t. 1

2

3

. 4v.f.

117.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

118.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

119.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She couldn't corie to terms with herself.

120.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She is disappoiryted in me.

121. . v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She can't stand herself.

I think a lot of her .
I deceive myself.
.She was detached from me.

122.

v. t. 1

2 ·3

4 v.f.

I took good care of her.

123.

v.f. 1

2

.3

4 v.t.

I wanted to get a\1ay from her •

124.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I find fault with her.

125.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I couldn't care less about her.

126.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I made con.tradi ctory demands on her.

127.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She thinks

128.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I was detached from her.

129.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

I believed in her.

130.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She·believes in herself.

131.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I take myself seriously.

132.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

She understands herse 1f •..

133.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I am disap.pointed in myself.

134.

v.f. 1.

2

3

4 v.t.

She is afraid of herself.

135.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She is mean with herself.

a lot

of herself.
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3

4 v.t.

She wanted to get av1ay from· me.

(....

3

4 v.f.

I depend on myself.

v•. f. l

2

3

4 v.t.

r am mean with rnyse l f. ·

139.

v.t .. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She \aJas honest with me.

140.

v.f. l

2

3

4 v.t.

She

141.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She b1ames herse 1f.

142.

v. t. l

2

3

4·v.f.

She was good to me ..

143.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

144.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She got herself into a false position.

145.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I was afraid of her.

146.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She let me be myself.

147.

v.f. 1

2

3

.4 v. t.

She analyzed me .

148.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v. f ... I think a lot of myself.

149.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I couldn't come to terms with myself.

150.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

I respect her.

151.

v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She gets on her own nerves.

152.

v.t. 1

2

3

4 v. f.

I believe in tllYSelf.

153.

v. t. 1

2

3

4 v.f.

She respects herself.

154.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I expect too much of myself.

155.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

I have a warped view of myself.

156.

v.f. 1

2

3

4 v.t.

She makes contradictory demands ·on herse 1f.

157.

v.f. l

2

3

4 v.t.

She belittled me.

158. v. t. 1

2

3

4 v. f •·

I

159 •. v. f. 1

2

3

4 v.t. · S~e tries to outdo hersel_f.

v.t. ·1

2

3

4

136.

v. f. 1

137.

v. t. 1

138.

...,

.

""
...,

-

16~.

v.f.

an~lyzes

herself.

·She can face up to her own conflicts.

a~

kind to myself.

I am honest with myself.

APPENDIX D
LAING'S CLASSIFICl\TION OF THE FORTY

. ISSUES USED ON THE IEQ

Interdependence and Autonomy
Negative
Positive
is afraid of
understands
takes seriously
has a warped v~ew of
respects
lets be. self
is honest with
can face conflicts
thinks a lot of
readily forgives
believes in
dep~nds on
.
{self-self and other-other phases only)
·
takes responsibility for
(self-self and other-other phases only}
Wann Concern and Support
Positive

Negative

is mean with
takes good care of
couldn't
care less about
is good to
an~lyzes
likes
is
detached from
is·kind to
depends on
{self-other and other-self phases only)
takes responsibility for
(self-other and other-self phases only}
Disparagement and Discouragement
Dis pa.ragement
finds fault with
blames
belittles
-· .- humi 1i ates

Discouragement
is disappointed in
doubts
lets do\'m
expects too much of
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Contradiction and Confusion
makes contradictory demands on
deceives
creates difficulties for
be!td 1de rs
gets into a false postion
. Contention:

Fight/Flight

can't come to terms with
would like to get away from
can't stand
tries to outdo
gets on nerves
fights ~·Ii th

APPE~DIX

E

RECRUITViG SPEECH

The folfowing speech vras made in psychology, sociology, and communi-

cation classes to undergraduate female

student~

tee-r to participate in the present study.

to encourage them to volun-

It was presented effiCiently in

a cordial, sincere manner.
Speech
"We are interested in studying the feelings, perceptions, and
experiences of w~men.

We will be interviewing ·thirty-two women ·about

their high school and college experiences.
to fill out a questi9nnaire.

We will also be asking them

The total session will take approximately

one and a half hours maximum early in the term.

The results will be

written up for the fulfillment of my masters' thesis requirements.

If

they are significant, they may be offered for publication as well as
distributed to the Counseling Center and the Women's Psychology Clinic
here at PSU.

They will also be made

availabl~

to participants who ·are

interested. 11
11

1 really need your help as I'm to have my thesis completed by mid-May •.

Without you, there is·no study.
up to make a contribution.

Also, once in awhile an opportunity comes

I think this i$ one of them.

of hands for those who would be willing to help me out?"

May I

see a show

APPEiWIX F

INITIAL QUEST! ONN/U RE·
The following questionnaire was given to each subject at the time she
volunteered to participate in the present study.

It includes the

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirab}lity Inventory (Part II) and a short demographic survey (Part

III)~

In·; ti al Questionnaire

PART I
Please give below the times during the weeks of April 9th and April 16th
when you would be able to donate a l~ hour block of time to participate
in this study:
Monday
Tuesday
Wednesday
Thursday
Friday
PART II

Stated below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and
traits. Read each one and indfcate whether the statement is TRUE or FALSE
as it pertains to you personally.
Before voting, I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all ·
the can di dates •
2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble.

1.

It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my
encouraged.
4. I have never intensely disliked anyone.
3.

5.

wor~

if 1·am not

On occasion, I have had doubts about rrJY abi Ji ty to ·succeed in 1ife.
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6.

I sometimes feel. _resentful when I don't get

7.

I am ahrnys careful about my manner of dress.· ·

8.

My table manners at home are as good as when I eat in a
restaurant.
If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was
not se~n, I would probably do it. ·
On a few occasjons, I have given up doing something because I
thought too little of my ability.
·
I like to gossip at times. ·

9.
10.
11.

my \'lay •.

13.

There have been times \'/hen I felt like rebelling against people
in authority even though I knew they were right.
No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener.

14.

I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something.

15.

There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.

16.

I'm always \'1illing to admit it when I make a mistake.

17.

I always try to practice what I preach.

18.
19.

I don't find it particularly difficult to get along with
loud-mouthed .obnoxious people.
I sometimes try to. get even rather than forgive and forget.

20.

When I don't know something, I don't mind at all admitting it.

21.

I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.

22.

l\t times I have really insisted on having my own way.

23.

There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things.

24.

I would never think of letting someone else be punished for
my wrong-doings.
I never resent being a.sked to return a favor.

12.

25.

I have never been irked when peop 1e expres$ed ideas very different
from my own.
27. · I never make a long trip without checking the safety of my car.

26.

28 •. There have been times ·\·1hen I was ·quite jealous of the good
fortune of other~.
.
29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell somaone off.
30.

I am sometimes irritated by people \'/ho ask favors of me.
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31.

I have never felt that I was punished without cause.

32.

I someti1:1es think \'/hen people have a misfort~ne, they only got
\that t:1ey' d?served.
I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's
feelings.

33.

PART III

In order to know how far we can generalize our findings, we would like

to have the following information. However, you may ·oriit any items
you care not to ans\1er (except your n·ame, of course, and phone number).

1.

Name

3.

Phone Number

5.

Are you single_ _, married__, divorced__, or widowed

6.

What is your year in school?

7.

Wha~

8.

What. is your goal (e.g., Ph.D., teaching credential, secretary, artist,

9.

2. Age- - - - -

is your major?

4.

Address

-----------?

~~~~~~~~-

~~~~~~-~~~~~-

housewife, etc.)?

·

How many years .have you attended college?
From
to
, From
to.

~~-.,__--~--

, From

10.

If transfer student, previous coll_ege{s) attended:

11.

During \\!hat years did you attend high school? From

to

---

to

---

12. What high school(s} did you attend?
Were these schools rural
, ---:--:---------~-----..suburban
, urban
?
13.

What city(ies), town(s), or area(s) have you grown up in?

14.

Are you currently living in an apartment
in your own home
, or other

15.

Are

yo~

?

currently working? No

----

Part-time
Full time
16.

, with your parents _ __

·What is (was) your parents' occupati ans?

Occupation
Occupation_ _ _ _ _ __

Father- - - - - - - -

Mother

--------

17.

I am American Indian , Black , Mexican-American , Oriental , Wh.ite ,
Other
·
-
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Thank you _for your cooperation.and assistance. We will be in
you by phone to arrange a time for you to come in.

,.

_J

to~ch

with

APPE:'IDI X G
HlTERVIEH FORMAT

Introductions
(Interviewee enters intervi.evi room and is introduced.)
down,

EE's name

"Please. sit

• (ER motions to EE's chair.) Would you like some

coffee or tea? Cream or sugar? 11

(ER gets refreshment for EE if she wants

it.)
Wa~m

Up:

First five minutes

(ER sits down, turns on tape recorder, and notes time.on clock.

She

then leads "chit-chat" in role.) The topic areas which follow were
acceptable:
A.

Reasons for particip~ting in the study.
11
How did you happen. to volunteer· for this study?"

B.

Casual conversation.
"How have things been for you? 11
"What classes are you taking? How do you like .them?"
Did you do anything special over vacation?
11

C.

11

Fact requests.
"What year are you here? What are you studying?"
"Where did you go to high schoo1? 11
"Have any ~rothers or sisters?"

Twenty-minute Intervie'tl
"Let's go on to the things we asked you here to talk about. 11

(ER leads

the interview along the following lines, depending cin where the EE goes with
them.)
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11 ~·lhat

A.

was your experience like in high· school? 11
11
Any ·particular 1 i kes or dis 1i kes about it?"

B.

"~~hat was your. experience like with the kids in high school?"

"Hhat kinds of things did you do together?"
"What did you like or dislike about your· experiences with them?"
"Any differences between your feelings with men or wornen?
11

C.

11

Hm·1 did you get along with your family in high school?"
"Were you close to .anyone in particular?"
"Mow did you feel about your parents ? 11
"What went well; what caused problems?"

D.

"How did you feel about yourself in your high school years?"

E.

"What were. the crisis points, if any, you reached and went
through in high school?"
11
\ilhat were the milestones?"
11
Any big issues? How did you handle them?"

F.

"What kinds of things were important to you then?"
"What did you care most about? 11

G.

vJhat areas in school did you get the most/least excited about?"
"What· led you to feel that way?"

H.

Same topics as above pertaining to college instead of high
school.
·

I

11

Termination of the Interview
{ER turns off the tape recorder after noting time on clock or hearing
a knock on the door from the -E.)

"Looks like out time is uo,
.

Thank you for your cooperation. 11

(~asks the EE to follow her to the adja-

cent room to take the IEQ.)

EE's name

APPEiWIX H
IiHERVIE~·IEE 3RIEFI~·JG ,~N~

ADVICE
OF ETHIC/l.L CONS! DERATI0NS

The following briefing was given to the interviewee by the experimenter when she first arrived at her assigned time.
Briefing

"We are studying the feelings,

p~rceptions,

and experiences of worien.

In a fev.i minutes, you wil 1 be interviewed by a woman

student and an experienced interviewer.

~1"ho

is a graduate

She will talk with you about

y~ur

experiences in high school and college.· You will have five minutes .to
Then the .interview will begin and last about twenty mi.nutes.

'warm-up'.

As your participation is voluntary, you may leave the interview at any
time if. you feel the need to do so."
"The interview will be taped for re·search purposes only and will be
numerically coded so that no name is .identified with it.

It will be kept

con fi den ti al and .wi 11 be destroyed after we have recorded .the data we need.

You may listen to your tape and/or have it erased after today's session if
you desire to do so."

"Your participation in this study

~nd

the content of your foterview

will be kept confidential by the interviewer and fllYSelf.
view. is over, you wi 11 receive further instructions.
questions?"
pr~viding

After the inter-

Do you have. any

(EE's questions are answered briefly, if possible, without

additional information.)
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"',Jould you come \>Jith me, please?"

(EE is taken to the int~rvie1:J

room.)
"This is Jan Hattenhau2r.

i.

is ·EE's name

interviewer,

She will be your intervie1.,1er.

• 11 OR (if~ is to be the interviev-1er)

EE's name

II

11

Jan, this

1 will be your

.l\PPENDI X I
IiffERVIEWEE INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE IEQ

The following briefing was given to ·the intervie\'Jee by the experi-

menter upon termination of the twenty-five .minute interview.
Ins·tr-ucti ans
"i~ow,

would you come with me, please?

11

(EE is taken to the adja-

cent room where the IEQ is to be filled out.)
"We're asking you to fill out this questiohnaire to give us some
additional information.

It will take about forty-five minutes.

Again,

your. responses are for research purposes only and wil 1 be numerically
coded so that you remain anonymous.

The questionnaire will be kept

confidential and destroyed after we have collected our data.

Your

responses will not be seen by the interviewer/me until they are in the
form of coded data."
"Now, please read .the

i~structions

me know if you have any questions.

11

on the questionnaire and let

(Questions are answered, if possible.)

"Take as much time as you need and return the questionnaire to me
in the room next door where we first met when you're finished, please. 0

_j

APPENDIX J

FINAL POST-EXPERIMENTAL SURVEY
The survey below was given to the interviewee upon her completion
of the IEQ.

It was presented with the following instructions:

"We have one more short form for you to fi 11 out, if you wil 1, pl ease.

Like the questionnaire you just completed, your responses will be kept anonymous and confidential.

Please answer each question as briefly and honestly

as you can. 11
Final Survey

s- - - - Please circle the number which seems most appropriate for you.
1.

The interviewer was:

2.

The interviewer was:

1

2

1

2

4

5

3

4

5

3

4·

5

6

very supportive
and with me.
11

11

3.

3

6

very warm and
involved.

During the interview,
I fe 1t:
1
2
very relaxed,
comfort ab 1e.

7

very cold ·and
distant.
7

6

very critical and
11
against 11 me.
7

very anxious,
uncomfortable.

4.

1
2
very open &
secure.

3

4

5

6

5.

1
very good
11\YSelf.

2

3

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

6.

1

very goo~ about
the interviewer.

7

defensive &
insecure.
very bad about
myself.

very bad about
· the interviewer.
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7.

(Check the appropriate word.)
I liked
dis 1i ked

the intervie :1er.
1

·

8.

I would

want to have her as my

9.

I would

want to have her as my teacher.

10.

I would

want to have her as my

profess1on.~1

want.to have her as my

friend~

I.

pa~ent.

would not_
would not_
counselor.

. would not

-

11.

I would

12.

My responses on the questionnaire were:

would not_

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6

7

6

.7

very
representative
of my feelings toward the interviewer.
13.

My responses on the questionnaire were:
1

2

3

4·

5

very
representative
of my feelings toward the interview.

14.

very
unrepresentative

very
unrepresentative

My responses on- the questionnaire were:
1

2

3

4

5

very
representati va
of my feelings toward myself.

very
unrepresentative

PLEASE GIVE THE FOLLOWING:

l
I

•

15.

Overall reactions to the interview:

16.

Overall reaction to the questionnaire fo 1lowing. the i nte.rvi ew:
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17.

Your ideas of what the experimenter was trying to find out
in this experiment:

18.

Any other comments or continuation of replies to the above questions:

